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adjourned until Tuesday, May 2, 1967,
at 11 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate May 1, 1967:
IN THE ARMY

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
Btates, in the grades and branches specified,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 3283, 3284, 3285, 3286, 3287,
3288, 3289 and 3294:

To be first lieutenant, Dental Corps
Gares, William M., Jr., OF100691.
To be first lieutenant, Medical Corps

Sanders, Joe M., Jr., 099055.

The following-named midshipmen of the
U.S. Naval Academy for appointment in the
Regular Army of the United States in the
grade specified, under the provisions of title
10, United States Code, sections 541, 3284
and 3287:

To be second leutenants

Hunt, Robert D.
Nelson, William J., Jr.

The following-named distinguished mili-
tary and scholarship students of ROTC for
appointment in the Regular Army of the
United States in the grade of second lieu-
tenant, under the provisions of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, sectlons 2106, 2107, 3283,
8284, 3287 and 3288:

Baldwin, Michael S. Laney, Solon D,
Chwalibog, Andrew J. Lewis, Robert E.
Corning, Bruce L. Mackey, Richard J.
Crist, Charles E, Mannix, Robert W.
Depue, John F. Marrs, Larry C.
Eberhardt, John E., McEenna, Robert B.,
Jr. Jr.
Fedok, Edward A. Roe, James T., 11T
Giannelli, Paul C. Schmidt, Thomas J.,
Gillett, Michael E. Jr.
Hamilton, John P. Scully, Francis J.
Hancock, Jeffrey H. Selbold, Paul M.
Hopkins, Gary L. Smith, John C. B., Jr.
Kennedy, Eenneth H. VerWayne, Henry J.,
Kirby, Robert B. III
Kittel, Robert N. Weeks, James L.
ERurzweil, Robert B. Wilhelm, Thomas D.
KEyle, Robert P. Worthing, Robert W.
Lancaster, Steven F,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 1, 1967:
MissIssIPPI RIVER COMMISSION
Rear Adm. James C. Tison, Jr., USESSA,
Director, Coast and Geodetic Survey, to be a
member of the Mississippl River Commission.
Brig. Gen. Willlam T. Bradley, U.S. Army,
to be & member of the Mississippi River Com-
mission, under the provisions of section 2 of
an act of Congress approved June 28, 1879
(21 Stat. 37; 33 U.S.C. 642).
CaALFoRNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION
Brig. Gen. John A. B. Dillard, Jr., U.S.
Army, to be a member of the California
Debris Commission, under the provisions of

section 1 of the act of Congress approved
March 1, 1893 (27 Stat. 507; 33 U.S C. 661).

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Moxpay, May 1, 1967

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Donald O. Wilson, St. James
Episcopal Church, Baltimore, Md., of-
fered the following prayer:
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Psalm 34: 8:
“O taste and see that the Lord is good!

Happy is the man who takes refuge in.

Him!
O fear the Lord, you His saints,
For those who fear Him have no want!
The young lions suffer want and hun-
ger;
But those who seek the Lord lack no
good thing.”

God of our fathers, who art the well-
spring of life; who art the bedrock of
truth, the source of strength, the sup-
plier of wisdom and understanding, we
give Thee thanks for our creation and
our preservation. Make us to see that
without Thee we are nothing and can do
nothing, Thus, as men entrusted with
the Government of Thy country and peo-
ple, impart Thy grace in specific ways
upon them that their decisions may be
Godly ones that wisely plan for the good
of this land, Thy people here and the
people of all the world.

Bless the President of these United
States and all in authority and bring
them to the knowledge that they serve
best, who serve Thee; who keep Thy
commandments and who do Thy will.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, April 28, 1967, was read an ap-
proved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was com-
municated to the House by Mr. Jones,
one of his secretaries.

STRIKE DELAY NO SOLUTION

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, another de-
lay in a threatened railroad strike is
being considered by Congress today de-
spite the fact that 16 months ago the
people of this Nation were assured by the
President that he would recommend leg-
islation to deal effectively with what he
called, “strikes which threaten major
damage to the national interest.” The
first delay, now ending, has accomplished
nothing.

It was during the New York City sub-
way strike, a labor dispute that affected
millions, but was isolated to but one area
of our great Nation, that the President
made his statement that legislation to
prevent such strikes under emergency
conditions would come to Congress. In
over a year we have not seen that legis-
lation, and now every man, woman, and
child in the country, and our men in
Vietnam, stand to feel the impact of a
crippling, nationwide railroad strike.

Despite my serious misgivings about
this additional delay, I support it, so that
the trains, carrying our men and ma-
teriel for Vietnam will continue to roll.
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But, Mr. Speaker, I ask where the
President is at this critical time with his
promised legislation to deal effectively
with not only the impending strike on
our railroads, but with legislation to meet
such an emergency in any industry which
affects the safety and security of the
Nation.

In supporting this second postpone-
ment I do so with the fervent hope that
in the ensuing 45 days the Mediation
Board will come up with a proposal which
will be acceptable to the union and to
the railroad management.

In the meantime, let us face up to the
fact that a 45-day extension, in itself, is
no solution.

THE POLICEMAN: SOCIETY'S FIRST
ARM OF SELF-DEFENSE

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, now is the
time for all good men to come to the
aid of their policeman.

Over the weekend, a task force of the
President’s Crime Commission reported
20 cases wherein the language of the re-
port “officers used force where none was
clearly required or where its use was
plainly excessive.” These 20 cases stain
the record of law enforcement. They de-
serve the righteous wrath of every
thoughtful American.

Yet, a balanced judgment requires
proper perspective. Task force workers
observed a total of 5,339 encounters be-
tween officers and citizens in a number
of cities during the course of 850 8-
hour patrol shifts. The 20 cases cited
in the report constitute less than four-
tenths of 1 percent of the total. Con-
versely, in 99.6 percent of the cases in
the study, police conduct was found
proper.

Certainly, not all policemen are para-
gons of virtue. There will always be the
occasional “bad cop,” the lawless lawyer,
and the irreverent reverend. But the
sins of the few should not brand all as
bumpkins or brutes.

The policeman is society’s first arm of
self-defense. In our own self-interest
and in fairness to all, let us condemn
where we must but commend where we
can.

SOIL STEWARDSHIP WEEK

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD. Mr, Speaker,
as a member of the Conservation and
Credit Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture, I should like to
draw to the attention of this body the
fact that this week is being observed
throughout America as Soil Stewardship
Week. This annual observance is spon-
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sored by the 3,000 local soil and water
conservation districts, their national as-
sociation, and cooperating church
groups.

This week ministers of all faiths are
carrying vital messages to their followers
to further God’s purpose in the conserva-
tion, development, and proper use of soil,
water, and related resources.

I salute the thousands of clergy of all
faiths who use this observance to re-
mind us that soil stewardship is every-
one’s responsibility. It is a responsibil-
ity of people who live in the towns and
cities as well as those who work the land.
The subject of this year's observance is
“Three-fourths of Our Land.” It has to
do with the obligation for the care and
protection of land in private ownership.

The President of the United States has
recognized Soil Stewardship Week with
a special statement issued from the
White House. President Johnson stated
that:

I can think of no more important task than
to be good and active stewards for that part
of the earth entrusted to our care.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR-
RENCY—PERMISSION TO SIT TO-
DAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may sit today
while the House is in session during
general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO COM-
MITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OF-
FICIAL CONDUCT

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 457) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H, REes. 457

Resolved, That the following-named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected mem-
bers of the standing Committee of the
House of Representatives on Standards of
Official Conduct: Melvin Price (chairman),
Illinois; Olin E. Teague, Texas; Joe L. Evins,
Tennessee; Watkins M. Abbitt, Virginia;
Wayne N. Aspinall, Colorado; Edna F. Kelly,
New York.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO COM-
MITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFI-
CIAL CONDUCT

Mr. GERALD R.FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a privileged resolution (H. Res.
4?;!) and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 458

Resolved, That the following-named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected mem-
bers of the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct: Charles A. Halleck,
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Indiana; Leslie C. Arends, Illinois; Jackson
E. Betts, Ohio; Robert T. Stafford, Vermont:
James H. Quillen, Tennessee; Lawrence G.
Williams, Pennsylvania.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL INCOME TAX EXEMP-
TION SHOULD BE INCREASED TO
$800

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I am
again introducing a bill to increase the
personal income tax exemptions of a
taxpayer from $600 to $800, inecluding
the exemption for a spouse and the ex-
emption for a dependent. In addition,
my bill would raise from $1,200 to $1,600
the personal income tax exemption for
those over 65 and those who are blind.
It has been almost 10 years since the
present exemption went into effect in
1958. If this figure had a relationship to
reality at that time, that relationship
has long since ceased, as we all know
and particularly those who are provid-
ing for a family.

The cost-of-living index is almost half
again as much as it was in 1948 accord-
ing to the Bureau of Labor Statistics
of the Department of Labor.

The present Consumer Price Index, or
cost-of-living index as it is more com-
monly referred to, uses the 1957-to-
1959 period as a base equal to 100. With
this figure as a base the cost-of-living
index for March 1967, the most recent
period available, was 115, This means
that the cost of living in March 1967 was
15 percent greater than the base period
of 1957-59. Said another way, it took
$11.50 to purchase what $10 could buy
in the 1957-59 period. However, as I
pointed out, the present income tax ex-
emption of $600 was adopted in 1948.
If we use a base period of 1947-49, as
equal to 100, the March 1967 cost-of-liv-
ing index figure becomes 141.1. This
means that in March 1967 the cost of

living was 41.1 percent higher than it

was in the period 194749, when the pres-
ent income tax exemption was adopted.
So it now costs $14.11 to purchase what
$10 would buy in the 1947-49 period.

The $800 figure is far from extrava-
gant—in fact it may well be inadequate—
it amounts to $66.66 per month for the
taxpayer and each dependent, a total of
$266.64 per month for a family of four
persons.

If we are to realistically approach the
cost of providing some of the basic neces-
sities of life for ourselves and our dear
ones, and if the personal income tax
exemption is to reflect the Government’s
awareness of this, and I believe that is
its purpose, then it is time to adjust the
figure to more nearly refiect the actual
cost of providing those necessities,
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KEOWEE-TOXAWAY PROJECT
AHEAD OF SCHEDULE

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina? :

There was no objection.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the $700
million Keowee-Toxaway power gen-
erating complex of Duke Power Co. is
already ahead of schedule. Only this
morning Duke announced that a third
nuclear unit at Oconee Nuclear Station
will be installed, bringing the total initial
expenditure by Duke on the Keowee-
Toxaway project to almost $400 million.

Only 3 weeks ago, on April 11, the
official beginning of the Xeowee-
Toxaway project was celebrated with ap-
propriate ceremonies. Now, Mr. Speaker,
this announcement is further proof of
Duke’s confidence in the dynamic growth
and future of this great area, once
referred to by a President of the United
States as the No. 1 economic problem of
the Nation.

Unit No. 1 of the Oconee Nuclear Sta-
tion will be placed in service in 1971,
unit No. 2 in 1972 and unit No. 3 in
1973. The hydro unit at Keowee Dam
will be in operation in 1971 and the unit
at Jocassee Dam in 1974.

Clearing of the basin and construc-
tion of the dams are already well under-
way. Hundreds of workers are em-
ployed adding millions annually to the
economy of the area. Additionally, sev-
eral million dollars for services and sup-
plies are being pumped into the area’s
economy. Oconee station alone will re-
quire a peak construction force of 1,000
men.

Mr. Speaker, may I repeat that the
Keowee-Toxaway project is in Appala-
chia. Duke Power Co. is a great, and
responsible, private enterprise company.
When its Keowee-Toxaway project is
completed, along with the public develop-
ment at Trotters Shoals, and with the
additional Duke development at Middle-
ton Shoals in Anderson County and per-
haps by Mead in Abbeville County, the
total investment in my congressional dis-
trict will be well over a billion dollars
thus assuring job opportunity, new in-
dustry, improved roads, schools and hos-
pitals for the future.

This great project means more abun-
dant and cheaper electricity, fantastic
recreation, and a water supply for the
entire western area of North and South
Carolina. Taxes alone on the Keowec-
Toxaway project will, when completed,
total, at present rates, approximately $24
million in State and local taxes, and $20
million in Federal taxes.

Mr. Speaker, this Keowee-Toxaway
project is without question one of the
greatest, if not the greatest, projects of
its type in the entire world. It is the
answer to the economic problems of Ap-
palachia. It is an expression of confidence
in the future of the South and in the
future of our great Nation by this dy-
namic company—Duke Power Co.
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IT IS TIME THAT THE U.S. GOVERN-
MENT STARTED ACTING LIKE A
“HAWK” WHEIT IT COMES TO
AMERICAN STUDENTS ABROAD
TAKING PART IN ANTI-U.S. DEM-
ONSTRATIONS

Mr. BRAY, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, it is time
the U.S. Government started acting like
a “hawk” when it comes to American
students abroad taking part in anti-U.S.
demonstrations.

Last week, the largest anti-American
demonstration in recent memory took
place in Spain, when 1,500 University of
Madrid students burned four U.S. flags,
denounced U.S. involvement in Vietnam,
waved North Vietnamese flags, and
demonstrated in front of the American
Embassy.

Spanish officials immediately apolo-
gized to our Ambassador to Spain, and
pointed out that American exchange
students were largely responsible for this
incident. Two of the participants have
already been identified as transfer stu-
dents from the University of California.
One had been active for over 2 weeks,
leading a group of U.S. students in dis-
tributing posters and antiwar petitions;
the other spoke at the demonstration,
denouncing the U.S. role in Vietnam,
Spain, and the Dominican Republic.

Only a handful of the 1,200 Americans
enrolled at the University of Madrid were
involved, but they allowed themselves
to be used by a bunch of Spanish and
Latin American Communists. As a
Spanish official put it:

The hard-core group, including the pro-
Peking Communist Student Organization,
was happy to hide behind the American
students who started the anti-war petitions
. « « American student intervention against
United States policies in Vietnam handed
the Spanish and Latin American leftists at
the university a ready-made platform to ex-
ploit.

The Spanish Government is consider-
ing asking those American students in-
volved in this disgraceful and treasonous
incident to leave Spain. The very least
the U.S. Government could do in this
matter is to revoke the passports of these
students, and any more like them, who
openly denounce their country and de-
grade its national flag on foreign soil.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal-
endar day. The Clerk will call the bill
on the Consent Calendar.

DEDICATION OF CERTAIN STREETS,
AGUA CALIENTE INDIAN RESER-
VATION
The Clerk called the bill (H.R, 3631)

to provide for the dedication of certain

streets on the Agua Caliente Indian Res-
ervation and to convey title to certain
platted streets, alleys, and strips of land.
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There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill, as follows:
H.R. 3631

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That within
one year from the date of enactment of this
Act-the Secretary of the Interior, with the
consent of the majority of the eligible vot-
ing members of the Agua Caliente Band of
Mission Indians, may dedicate to the public
for street purposes, subject to prior existing
rights and adverse claims, any of the streets,
alleys, or strips of land in the west half of
section 14, township 4 south, range 4 east,
San Bernardino meridian, city of Palm
Bprings, Riverside County, California, that
are shown on the United States Department
of the Interior official plats of survey ac-
cepted September 7, 1927, June 27, 1956,
May 27, 1958, and March 11, 1960.

Sec. 2. All of the right, title and interest
of the United States and the Agua Caliente
Band of Mission Indians from the center-
line of any of sald streets, alleys, and strips
of land which has not been dedicated and
formally accepted by the city of Palm Springs
within one year from the date of enactment
of this Act shall on that date, subject to
prior existing rights and adverse claims, vest
in the owner or owners of the closest adjoin-
ing or abutting tract or parcel of land in
said section 14 and thereupon become a part
of saild adjoining or abutting tract or parcel
of land. Title to land passing under this
section shall acquire the same status as the
title to the adjoining or abutting property
of which it becomes a part.

SEec. 3. Patents or deeds to lands in the west
half of sald section 14 issued one year or
more after the date of enactment of this Act
shall convey title to the streets, alleys, or
strips of land which become a part thereof
pursuant to section 2 of this Act unless the
streets, alleys, or strips of land are expressly
excluded from the conveyance.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the Consent Calendar,

TO FURTHER EXTEND THE PERIOD
PROVIDED FOR UNDER SECTION
10 OF THE RAILWAY LABOR ACT
APPLICABLE IN THE CURRENT
DISPUTE BETWEEN THE RAIL-
ROAD CARRIERS REPRESENTED
BY THE NATIONAL RAILWAY LA-
BOR CONFERENCE AND CERTAIN
OF THEIR, EMPLOYEES

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 543) to fur-
ther extend the period provided for un-
der section 10 of the Railway Labor Act
applicable in the current dispute between
the railroad carriers represented by the
National Railway Labor Conference and
certain of their employees.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. REs. 543

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That Public Law 90—
10 (Ninetieth Congress, 8.J. Res. 65), April
12, 1967, is hereby amended by striking out
“prior to 12:01 a.m. of May 3, 1967" and
inserting “prior to 12:01 a.m., June 19, 1967.”

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr., SPRINGER. Mr, Speaker, I de-
mand a second.
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Mr. MOSS. Mr, Speaker, I make the
point of order that the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. SpriNcER] is not opposed
to the joint resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
SprinGgeRr], is the gentleman opposed to
the joint resolution?

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
not opposed to the joint resolution.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Is any other member
of the committee on the Republican side
opposed to the joint resolution?

Without objection, a second will be
considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a second. I am opposed to the
Jjoint resolution.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's de-
mand comes too late.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, the demand
of the gentleman from New York [Mr.
EKupreErMAN] is out of order.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 78]
Abbitt Gardner Pool
Abernethy Gray Purcell
Ashley Griffiths Quillen
Ayres Hall Resnick
Baring Hansen, Wash. Rhodes, Pa.
Blackburn Hays Rivers
Bow Hébert Rogers, Colo,
Brock Helstoskl Ronan
Brown, Calif, Hungate Rostenkowskl
Bush Ichord St. Onge
Cabell Jacobs Selden
Celler Earth Smith, IJowa
Conable Eluezynski Bullivan
Conyers Kuykendall Teague, Calif,
Cowger Latta Teague, Tex.
Culver Leggett Tenzer
Dent McEwen Tuck
Derwinski Macdonald, Udall
Dickinson Mass, Van Deerlin
Diggs Meeds Waggonner
Dow Michel Watson
Downing Miller, Callf.  Whalley
Evans, Colo. Morgan Williams, Miss.
Evins, Tenn. Murphy, NY. Willis
Fino Nix Wilson, Bob
Fisher Ottinger Younger
Fulton, Tenn. Passman

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 354
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

TO FURTHER EXTEND THE PERIOD
PROVIDED FOR UNDER SECTION
10 OF THE RAILWAY LABOR ACT
APPLICABLE IN THE CURRENT
DISPUTE BETWEEN THE RAIL-
ROAD CARRIERS REPRESENTED
BY THE NATIONAL RAILWAY
LABOR CONFERENCE AND CER-
TAIN OF THEIR EMPLOYEES

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. Staceers], will be
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recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Moss] will
be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS].

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, on Friday of last week
the President sent the measure now be-
fore us to the Congress, extending for
an additional 47 days the 20-day exten-
sion we provided on April 11 of the pro-
visions of existing law prohibiting a strike
in the railroad industry by the shoperaft
unions, and any changes in work rules
by the railroads.

The purpose of this legislation, as ex-
plained by the President to me and

others last Friday, is to allow time for

the executive branch to prepare recom-
mendations for dealing with the current
dispute, The recommendations which
we will receive will very clearly provide
for a seftlement of this dispute on an
ad hoc basis.

That is, simply, what the measure will
do. It will give the President and the
executive branch time to determine what
recommendations they are going to make
to the Congress.

Members may ask, and for good reason,
why we should drag this matter out any
further,

My answer is simple. We want to
avoid compulsion. Iam opposed to com-
pulsion for anybody. If this is going to
be a free country, we have to keep com-
pulsion out of it.

I think it was King Canute some years
ago, so the legend goes, who tried com-
pulsion on the ocean tides. He told the
tides to keep back. They refused. In
the same way we have no power to make
free men work in America, Neither have
we the power to compel free corporations
to operate.

As I said before, the President has
simply asked for an extension of 47 days
so that they could prepare legislation and
send it to the Congress, which he prom-
ised in his letter of April 28. The Presi-
dent said that in a very few days he
would have this legislation here for the
Congress to work on.

Our committee, the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, met this
morning and voted out this resolution.
I might add that the vote was 22 to 2.
Some of the opposition to the resolution
was on the basis that there are many
inequities in wage rates across the Na-
tion. I agree with that, and I agree that
our committee, when the legislation
comes to us, should take into considera-
tion wage inequities across the Nation.
However, this is not the time to compare
wage rates. When we go into the legisla-
tion we will find that there are many in-
equities that we must try to correct as
Members of Congress, but we do not have
that legislation before us now. I would
say now, as I did on April 11, when the
resolution for the 20-day extension was
here and passed, that a vote for this
resolution is not a vote for or against
labor nor a vote for or against the rail-
road management of this country, This
is a vote to give the President and the
administration the time to send legis-
lation to the Congress so that the com-
mittees of the Congress might act on it
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and get it to the Rules Committee and
through them to the floor for debate
with action here in both Houses of Con-
gress so that we can get it back to the
President to have it signed before the
time expires.

It was brought out that perhaps 30
days’ time might be sufficient. Then
there was the thought that 30 days
might not be enough and we would just
be back here again asking for another 10,
15, or 20 days’ extension until we can get
the legislation out. So the request is for
47 days.

This started out as just an ordinary
dispute between the railroads and their
employees back on last May 17, 1966,
when the unions served notices that they
wanted a change in wages and work
rules. The railroads came back during
the month of June with a counterpro-
posal for changes that they wanted to
make. On September 28 they asked for
the services of the National Mediation
Board. That Board started meeting on
October 19 and met until January 6.
Then they reported that mediation had
failed and that they were terminating
their services as of January 13, 1967,

On January 28 the President appointed
Emergency Board 169. This Board held
hearings from February 1 to February 9,
for 7 days, and took 1,073 pages of testi-
mony with 36 exhibits in their final find-
ings. Both parties to the agreement
agreed that the time for the Board to
report would be extended until March 13,
at which time the Board reported to the
President.

Mr. Speaker, according to the law—
the Railway Labor Act—the parties were
prohibited from changing conditions for
a period of 30 days after the report. This
time would have run out on April 13,
1967; however, the Congress of the
United States extended the time during
which negotiations would continue for 20
days, because the President would be out
of the country, and would not be here to
participate in any action that had to be
taken.

Then, Mr. Speaker, the President of
the United States appointed a special
Mediation Panel. That Panel reported
back on April 21 its recommendations to
both groups. Both groups turned down
the proposal made by this special Panel.

Mr. Speaker, the time now set in the
law is due to run out 1 minute after
midnight on tomorrow night.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would hesitate
in saying here and now anything with
reference to the merits of this dispute,
one way or the other. I do not wish to
get into that question now. I do not
believe that this is the place for the Con-
gress to pass upon the merits of the
dispute with reference to one side or the
other.

Mr. Speaker, there are certain matters
that have to be done. We have but one
issue pending before this House at this
moment, and that is to pass this House
joint resolution, and then after we get
the President’s recommendations go into
the merits of the issues involved; and
also go to the parties involved for recom-
mendations as to what the Congress
should do.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the distinguished chairman
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of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce yield for a procedural
question?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. The
question comes up to the effect of this
resolution. You have stated that at this
point this action and this resolution are
not directed as being either for man-
agement or for labor; nor is this reso-
lution proposed against management or
against labor.

Actually, the major point involved in
this resolution is that the President of
the United States shall have time to
study and consult with his assistants in
the U.8. Department of Labor and U.S.
Department of Commerce and then pre-
pare proposals for legislation for this
Congress to study and to pass upon. In
other words, is that the primary pur-
pose of this joint resolution? Mr. Speak-
er, Congress is not proposing to inter-
pose itself in collective bargaining ss
between the parties; is that correct?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is absolutely
correct.

Mr. Speaker, I might say to the mem-
bership that I received some calls in
my office, as well as some at my home,
to the effect that certain Members would
not vote for this resolution because, if
adopted, it would prolong the period of
time during which union members would
not be paid wages and that it would cut
off the time during which the railroads
would have to pay the union men.

Mr. Speaker, this is not true, because
the clear intent is that the pay increases
of the railroad men will be retroactive
to January 1, 1967. So any settlement,
I am sure, will provide for the payment
of wages back to that date and any such
settlement will go back to that period
cf time and the workers will receive
those retroactive benefits.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, I yield further
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. So,
this resolution is based upon the assump-
tion that the White House will act upon
and seek solutions to, and make recom-
mendations thereon, and transmit those
recommendations to the Congress and
thus give the Congress the opportunity
to pass upon the general legislation
which is to be sent up here within the
period of 30 days; is that correct?

Mr. STAGGERS. In the President's
message to the Congress the President
stated “in the next few days.”

I hope that means this week. I was led
to believe that would be the case.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, this legislation, if adopted, will
not represent a long time postponement,
but will grant to the President of the
United States time during which to study
the basic problems and will give the
President that opportunity and accom-
modation, to send certain specific legis-
lative recommendations to the Congress
of the United States for its action there-
on? For my part, I believe that the U.S.

" Congress should grant the President this

time and accommodation on his request.
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I am glad to give the President this
accommodation without partisanship or
polities.

I firmly believe that the solution to
economic industrial disputes, is by re-
sponsible collective bargaining between
the parties to reach fair and reasonable
contracts that are mutually agreed upon.
I oppose the U.S. Congress being used
as a collective bargaining agent from
time to time on economic industrial dis-
putes as Congress unevitably introduces
politics and political pressure into the
disputes, and surely destroys real col-
lective bargaining between the parties.
Labor and management should realize
that this policy leads directly to new re-
strictions on both labor and manage-
ment, and the substitution of rigid gov-
ernment controls instead of free col-
lective bargaining which I have always
fayored.

Mr. STAGGERS. It is my opinion
that that is true and that we shall have
sufficient time during which to act upon
the legislation.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, rarely have I stepped into
this well during my 15 years of mem-
bership herein with less enthusiasm than
T now do at this moment. But, I am op-
posed to this joint resolution, because it
is not the simple type of extension enu-
merated in the previous discussion.

Mr. Speaker, 3 years ago the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce and this House had to face
a critical situation which existed in the
railway industry. Finally, we mandated
a settlement. In the intervening time
no attention has been given to fashion-
ing a more permanent and workable ve-
hicle for settlement of these disputes.

One year ago we had the Nation’s
airlines paralyzed. In the intervening
time no action has been taken aimed at
seeking a better resolution of these par-
alyzing disputes.

Twenty days ago, roughly, we granted
an extension—which I supported—to
avoid embarrassment to the President
of the United States and to the United
States, because failure fo have done so
would have forced cancellation of the
President’s long-scheduled visit to Punta
del Este. We are now asked to extend
for 47 days. We have not had one word
of testimony in the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce from a rep-
resentative of the Department of Labor,
the Department of Commerce, the car-
riers, or of the employees. We have as-
surances of the most nebulous nature
that something will be submitted—the
timetable indefinite.

Our very distinguished chairman—and
please let me make it clear that I have
the highest regard for the chairman per-
sonally, and for his integrity and his
courage—has stated that this is not the
time to bring in the question of wages.

Mr. Speaker, I say it is the time to
bring in the guestion of wages.

Out in my State and in my community
I can take one group of skilled mechanics
employed by the railroads who are draw-
ing $3.04 an hour, and in that same com-
munity mechanics of equal skill in both

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

private and public employment are draw-
ing between $3.80 and $4 an hour.

It has been alleged this will be retro-
active, yes, but what happens in the
many paychecks and the pay periods that
pass before retroactivity takes effect?
The famliy is faced with the escalating
costs of living, with the escalating costs of
taxation, which are particularly burden-
some at the local level of government,
and they have to meet those rising costs,
and they cannot draw on that far-distant
date when they will have some measure
of relief through retroactivity.

I believe it is time, if we have to sit
around the clock, to at least now take
some testimony and have a better defini-
tion of the issues than we have from the
hearsay, and only hearsay, which we
have benefited from up to this time. This
is our responsibility, make no mistake
about it. I have gone along each time
in the past, but this time my conscience
revolts, and I cannot go along and fur-
ther postpone that day of reckoning.

Oh, I know there are going to be those
who say that the issue is simply supply-
ing our military needs in Vietnam—and
that is an important thing. I have sup-
ported our involvement there. I have
supported every effort to implement our
policy to meet the needs of our forces
that has been made during the entire his-
tory of that involvement. I do not want
to place any barrier against the supply-
ing of the needs of these men. However,
I am not aware that an effort has been
made to negotiate with the brotherhoods
to see if certain arrangements could not
be made to permit the movement of mili-
tary cargo. I do not know whether that
has been done, because I have not had
the benefit of any hearings.

Mr. Speaker, since making these for-
mal remarks I have received the follow-
ing communication supporting the above
statement:

The following telegram was sent this morn-
ing to Secretary of Defense McNamara. The
AFL-CIO Rallway Employes' Department,
whose president is Michael Fox, negotiates for
the six railroad shopcraft unions, represent-
ing about 137,000 employes. The RLEA,
whose chairman is G. E. Leighty, speaks for
the leaders of unions representing nearly all
U.S. railroad employees:

“APRIL 28, 1967.
“Hon. ROBERT S. MCNAMARA,
“Secretary of Defense
“The Pentagon, Washington, D.C.:

“In view of scheduled national strike by
railroad shoperaft unions at 12:01 aun. May
3, we stand ready to meet with you at any
time to arrange for continued rail transport
of all shipments necessary to our Nation's
military effort and the public health., This
offer 1s made on behalf of shopcraft unions
and other rallroad unions. Cooperation on
part of rallroad managements would also be
needed.

“MicuaeL Fox,
“President, AFL-CIO Railway Employes’
Department.
“G. E, LEIGHTY,
“Chairman, Railway Labor Ezecutives’
Union.”

President Michael Fox of the AFL-CIO
Rallway Employees’ Department made the
following statement on behalf of the railroad
shoperaft unions after passage of legislation
postponing the unions’ May 3 strike for 47
days:

‘?We shall abide by the law.
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“Up to now the railroads have not wanted
to settle this dispute. That's why they re-
Jected the recommendations of the Presl-
dent’s panel of mediators last week. That's
why they broke off negotiations with us last
Tuesday.

“The rallroads want Congress to impose
compulsory arbitration on their employees,
instead of collective bargaining. What that
means is throwing into prison any rallroad
worker who dares to strike.

“That 1s a police state system—with some
government board using the threat of prison
to make workers labor for less pay than they
themselves could win, so as to Increase the
profits of the private corporations.

“Our skilled members suffer a wage lag of
40 to 60 cents an hour, according to the
President’'s chief mediator, Judge Charles
Fahy. Our less-skilled members are also
lagging. Their only way to win a fair bar-
gain lies in thelr right to strike.

“New legislation against our members will
be proposed in Congress. At the same time
Congress is engaged in giving the railroads
and other corporations a bigger tax break
than ever before.

““Congress is restoring the so-called invest-
ment tax credit—but on a new basis that
will let the corporations charge off as much
85 half their total income tax liability, in-
stead of the former ceiling of one guarter
of their total tax liability. This will let the
railroads pay at least $50 million a year less
income tax, and retain at least $50 million
a year more profits, than ever before. This
will make a nice addition to their net profits,
which are now running over $300 milllon a
year.

“We favor this tax credit for the railroads;
it will help them acquire badly needed new
freight cars and locomotives. But we do
ask this question, in the light of the cam-
paign against our members:

“What gets more attention in Congress—
the profits of the great corporations or the
rights of American working men?

‘“We repeat what we've sald before: if Con-
gress will only affirm our members' right to
strike, the railroads will quickly settlie with
us and no strike will take place.”

The six shopcraft unions (seven crafts)
include the Machinists, Electrical Workers,
Bheet Metal Workers, Bollermakers, Black-
smiths, Railway Carmen, and Firemen and
Ollers.

I am flying blind on instruments, if
you will—with what guidance we have
had—but not with the firsthand infor-
mation that I feel I require in making
an evaluation and in discharging my re-
sponsibility to my people and to the peo-
ple of this Nation.

It is for that reason that I opposed the
extension in committee this morning and
it is the reason I have taken this most
unpleasant and most onerous assignment
t.ti.;n oppose this resolution here at this

e.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSS. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, it is with
a considerable amount of regret that I do
join with my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. Moss]l at this time
and as we did this morning in committee
in taking a minority position in commit-
tee because I, too, have an infinite re-
spect for my chairman and I know that
he is faced with an incredibly difficult
problem.

One of the reasons for being here is
that I think it is terribly important for
the House to understand what is oc-
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curring in these collective bargaining
breakdowns that are unfortunately com-
ing before the Congress with increasing
regularity.

We really did not analyze this when
the airline strike came before the Con-
gress last year. A great deal of time was
spent in committee on that matter. We
found that terrible problems occur, be-
cause of the linking together throughout
the Nation of major unions and major
employers. Now nearly every dispute
affects the national interest both in area
and in jurisdictional scope.

Therefore, we are taking some time to-
day to speak on this.

1, too, supported the 20-day extension
before. But we need to bring to the atten-
tion of the House the fact that these
waiting and cooling off periods do not
work. The parties freeze and collective
bargaining breaks down because they be-
lieve that the inevitable day will be put
off.

So what the gentleman from Califor-
nia and I am trying to do, in an effort
to try to be helpful as members of this
committee and to this House is to alert
the House that 20 days ago this matter
came forth and none of us said anything.
Now 20 days later, we are almost pre-
cisely where we were 20 days ago. If we
do not speak on this today, Members of
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the House may well see us 45 days from
now in a very similar situation.

Because of this, we nave suggested that
the time period either be made shorter,
as the gentleman from California men-
tioned or we begin to work on an around-
the-clock basis—as was necessary with
the airline strike. Remember that dur-
ing this period of time, you have one
party being held and the other party is
not. In other words, management can
continue its operations in normal fash-
jon whereas the right of the workers to
strike is removed.

Now it can be said that a similar pro-
hibition applies in the case of lockouts.
But a lockout is not an equivalent type
of weapon that the strike is.

I know that we must solve this in the
national interest. It is absolutely neces-
sary. I and every other member of the
committee and I know every Member of
the House of Representatives is ready
and willing to bend their efforts to do
this. But I think we, today, should point
out to both of the parties involved that
they had better make the collective bar-
gaining machinery work—and not just
wait. Because if they do not, there is
sentiment in this House for not just
compulsory arbitration—and not just ex-
tending the time—that will indicate to
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the laboring man we are satisfied to hold
only them, but we will also apply the
status quo truly to both sides. For ex-
ample the parties involved should con-
sider that seizure will be offered in any
congressional action also.

These are the things that are very
difficult. I hope the parties to this dis-
pute do understand that as the House be-
gins to work its will, many different pro-
posals will be considered. This will not
simply be an extension of the Taft-Hart-
ley system though we will probably sug-
gest such things as public offers and
counteroffers being required from both
sides.

I thank my colleague, the gentleman
from California, for yielding to me at
this time. This is a terribly difficult
matter and it is not a very pleasant task
to stand here to bring this matter before
the House at this time, but I think it is
desperately necessary that we do so.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOSS. I insert at this point the
following material:

Comparison of railroad shop crafis hourly wages with rates paid in similar jobs in tndusiry and Government
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Railroad employees?
Bhop craftsmen | Number of
executives,
cials Total
Pereent | and stafl employees
Number | shop assistants
craftsmen| -
Year:

1965..| 180, 000 10, 62 20, 000 1, 604, 000
1956_| 177, 000 10. 75 20, 00O 1, 647, 000
1957 168, 000 11.12 21, 000 1, 510, 000
1958__1 152,000 11. 51 18, 000 1, 321, 000
1959.. 144, 000 11. 59 19, 000 1, 242, 000
1960_.| 136, 000 11. 56 18, 000 1,177, 000
1961_| 120, 000 11. 84 18, 000 1, 082, 000
1962..1 125, 000 12,05 18, 000 1, 037, 000
1963..| 123,000 12.26 18, 000 1, 003, 000
1064__| 120, 000 13.23 19, 000 982, 000
1965..| 118,000 11.22 10, 000 962, 000

Railroad shop craftsmen 1965 (118,100)*

Number | Percent
Completed years of service:

D. Lemythan S TR T B 21, 500 18
B.10to10.._.. ceeeia] OV, 700 33
Cte Wiss . il 34, 700 20
D. 20and OVera o ocionmoncaais 24, 200 20

L o R e e e = 118, 100 100

1 Tables D-8 and D-10, 1966 Annual Report, Railroad
Retirement Board.

Age on birthday in 1965
Median age, 49.2

Under 20 500
Rl D ok o et st e o o e i 4,100
210 . 5, 900
) i s e 7, 000
35 to 39 --- 13,000
) e e e o i 14, 500
45 to 49 i e T e p 2 16, 600
50 to 54 S 15, T00
55 to 59 16, 800
60 to 64 A 16, 700
B R el 6, 400
70 and over. 800

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. KEUPFERMAN. Is there not a
serious overall question involved as to
whether the Congress should be used
on a piecemeal basis for collective-bar-
gaining purposes?

Mr. MOSS. I think there is a very
basic and a very serious question in-
volved as to whether we should act, not
as an appellate body, because we have
not even bothered to read the briefs in
most instances, but as a body to post-
pone. Idonotfavor that road.

Mr, KYL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MOSS.
from Iowa.

Mr., KEYL. Mr. Speaker, I have no
doubt that the resolution before us will
be approved. But I fear we do this too
easily and without proper consideration
of the consequences.

This means of legislating specific com-
pulsory arbitration became precedent in
1963. Now it becomes the practice. It
becomes habit, and it is bad habit.

No doubt it is the easy answer, but
not a good one. It serves as a palliative
to numb our senses to real needs.

Call it what you will, this is compul-
sory arbitration. Yet we offer no legis-
lative guidelines, policies, or procedures.
It is impractical. It is a great delusion. I
shall vote against the resolution.

I yield to the gentleman
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Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MOSS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to associate myself with the remarks of
the able and distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. Mossl. He has
stated the situation as I see it, and I agree
with the conclusion he has drawn.

This is not the first time that Congress,
at the last minute, has been asked to
intervene in and interrupt the process of
free collective bargaining. Three years
ago we had another rail dispute. A year
ago it was the airlines. Some 20 days ago
we were asked to extend the time limit
under the Railway Labor Act for the
present emergency. So this is not a new
problem but once again we are being
asked to provide a one-time, stopgap
solution. I do not think this is the proper
way for Congress to proceed.

Neither do I feel, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. Moss] has made
this important point, that Congress
should be asked to legislate without
knowing all of the facts. There have
been no hearings that I know of in the
House on this resolution. We have not
heard labor, management, or Govern-
ment witnesses present their arguments.

We can assume that a national emer-
gency is involved, but we do not know
to what degree, or whether some ar-
rangements could be made to permit the
continued shipment of vital defense and
civilian supplies. Under the parliamen-
tary limits imposed by considering this
resolution under suspension of the rules
we do not have time to get answers to
all of these questions, nor do we have an
opportunity to consider perfecting
amendments.

I do not say that Congress should not
grant an extension until June 19, bué
this is a considerable period of time. We
have already extended the time by 20
days, and I voted for that extension. But
before we go further we should know a
great deal more about what we are being
asked to vote on today.

It is quite clear that this resolution is
going to pass. But I intend, albeit reluc-
tantly, to vote against it because I do not
believe this is an intelligent way to legis-
late or to run a railroad.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PicKLE].

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. Speaker, I do not
question the need for us to act today to
forestall a railroad strike that can do
untold damage to this Nation and its eiti-
zens. I urge immediate and swift pas-
sage of House Joint Resolution 543.

I would, however, like to take this op-
portunity to reiterate an opinion that I
have expressed many times already. I am
concerned over the way the Congress al-
lows itself to be brought into disputes
such as the railroad strike, and I should
think that by now we would have learned
our lesson.

Last year during the deliberations on
the airline strike, Senator Mogsk painted
a dismal picture on the future of Con-
gress getting involved in individual labor
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disputes. He said that action such as

the airline strike sets the pattern for

intervention on an ad hoc basis; and that
without a change in the permanent laws
of the Nation, we would increasingly be-
come concerned in these matters. I
think the fact that we have twice been
faced with the current railroad dispute
bears the truth of this prediction.

Admittedly, the question of the need
for governmental intervention is much
stronger in the railroad strike than it
was in the airline strike last year. Butin
my estimation, this is all the more reason
to have a permanent law on the books
to deal with the problem.

The threatened railway strike is an
easy case. There is very little question
but that it would meet the test of caus-
ing a ‘“national emergency” and this is
certainly the minimal area where we
should have permanent dispositive legis-
lation. It almost goes without saying
that such permanent procedures should
be extended beyond the minimum to all
cases where there is an interruption of
interstate or foreign commerce which
substantially threatens to deprive a sec-
tion of the country of essential trans-
portation services.

I understand that the executive de-
partment will submit to Congress within
a few days a proposal which will be a
general recommendation for a “final”
solution to the railroad dispute.

It is my sincere hope that when that
business is dealt with, the Congress will
take the initiative at least to consider
some of the permanent alternatives sug-
gested and pending.

Mr. Speaker, I hardly need to remind
the House that I introduced legislation
on February 16 that would have offered
several alternate solutions to the current
dispute.

Repeatedly, I have asked for hearings
on my bill and similar legislation. And
in view of our work here today, I would
hope that hearings will be called to con-
sider legislation to adopt permanent pro-
cedures in labor disputes.

I am confident that if the recommen-
dations offered to deal with these prob-
lems have as a central theme the pres-
ervation and strengthening of collective
bargaining—as the principles of my bill,
H.R. 5638, embody—that a workable,
equitable, national labor policy in this
fleld can be found.

In moments of passion and erisis, such
as the current dispute prompts, we are
apt to be asked to act on “harsh” legis-
lation. I hope this will not be the case,
and I feel that no one—the executive
department, the Labor Department, or
the Congress—really favors stern and re-
strictive measures.

Our fears of this highly complicated
and technical problem must not be al-
lowed to compound the problem. We,
the Congress, must face up to it and act
accordingly.

If we do not take action on the legis-
lation before us today, the only alterna-
tive is for this Congress to go on and on
and on, on a piecemeal ad hoc basis, in-
volving ourselves in this situation. I do
not agree that the extension is unilateral,
that it would help or hurt only one side.
I do say that all parties have dealt in
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good faith. That includes the carriers
and the unions. I do not believe that
we are in a position to point a finger to
the Justice Department, the Labor De-
partment, or the White House—to the
executive department—but, indeed, per-
haps we should point it to ourselves be-
cause we have not asked for hearings,
and if we do not take action, we are
going to have much harsher choices fac-
ing us.

- What I have proposed on this floor is
House bill 5638. It is only one of two
bills pending before the House. The
avowed purpose of it is to try to save col-
lective bargaining. If we do not use this
vehicle, or something similar to it, then
collective bargaining—as we have known
it and which has generally worked well—
is a thing of the past.

I call on the Congress o hold hearings
on this subject on the solution we are
going to try to develop on this ad hoc
basis. We should also hold concurrent
hearings on this general subject. Time
is running out. I believe the American
public is entitled to protection and to
have hearings start on these things and
start immediately.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. SPRINGER].

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve when I appeared before the House
20 days ago—almost that—and we asked
for an extension of 20 days, until mid-
night of May 3, the President at that
time was in a very difficult situation. It
was on a Monday, and he was going
to Punta del Este on Wednesday. The
leadership of both parties were present,
as were almost all of the Members of
the other body who are on the Labor
Committee, and the members of the
House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

The President at that time read off
some figures on what would happen if
we had a strike and the railroads
stopped running. I will not go into those
in detail, except to say that if it were
announced today that the railroads
would stop running on Wednesday night,
tomorrow there would be no perishable
goods forwarded—24 hours before such
an event could take place. The Secre-
tary of Defense described what would
happen in Vietnam. The Secretary of
Transportation described what would
happen in steel and in automobiles, The
Secretary of Labor went on to describe
what would happen in some of the other
critical industries upon which Defense
depends.

I have had an opportunity this morn-
ing to check into this matter a little fur-
ther, and I find that what was said 20
days ago is just as true today as it was
then.

I realize that when we come to a cru-
cial situation such as this, there are only
two votes: “Yes” or “No.” No one comes
to the well of the House and says, “May-
be” or “If you will change it around a
little bit, or if you add certain amend-
ments, I will be for it.” This is one of the
situations where there is no other an-
swer except “Yes" or “No.” That is the
choice we are faced with at this time.

If you vote “No,” you are willing to
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accept the responsibility of cutting off
those services not only needed in this
country, but also needed by our fight-
ing men in Vietnam.

There simply is no way of evading this
kind of responsibility, regardless of what
our philosophic beliefs may be about the
whole question of bargaining between la-
bor and management. That is the sifua-
tion we are faced with today, and we
have to say yes or no to that.

May I say, I am not being critical of
anyone who may vote no. He may feel
his conscience so dictates, and he is cer-
tainly entitled to vote as his conscience
tells him,

I will admit that the President very
carefully limited what he is going to send
down here. The President’s letter on
April 28 to Mr. Speaker and to the Vice
President, uses these words:

This additional period will give the Con-
gress time prudently to consider legislation
which will protect the public interest.

And these are the three important
words—"“in this case.”

The President does not say anything
about sending legislation pursuant to
the recommendations which he had in
his state of the Union message in Janu-
ary of 1966.

I believe some Members are under the
impression that the President will send
down here some general legislation to
meet issues on this subject in all in-
stances. By the paragraph I have read in
this case, I do not believe that is true. I
believe the President will send down rec-
ommendations only for a solution which
he considers a solution in this particu-
lar case.

I may have a statement to issue a little
later in the day on this particular point,
but I do call this to the attention of
Members at this time, and that is my
understanding of what the particular
paragraph means.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Speaker.

Mr, McCORMACK. What will hap-
pen if we do not pass this measure? That
is the other side of the coin.

There will be a strike, starting tomor-
row at midnight.

What effect will that have upon the
country, not only internally but also in
connection with responsibilities abroad?

I listened to my friend, the gentleman
from California [Mr. Moss], for whom
I have great affection and high regard.
I do not see where any of us would dis-
agree with much of what he said, but we
are faced with the immediate situation.
Most of his remarks were addressed to
new legislation, long-range legislation,
That takes time.

My friend talks about meeting around
the clock. We are practical men. We know
it is just impossible between now and
tomorrow night at midnight to enact
permanent legislation.

So I accept everything my friend from
California says as true, and we all can,
but it is irrelevant at this particular time
:vith the situation which faces the coun-
I'y.

I urgently urge, in the interest of our
country and of our people, the suspension
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of the rules and the passage of this meas-
ure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BoL-
1inG), The time of the gentleman from
Illinois has expired.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to my dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I am supporting this legislation today
only on the basis that we were assured
at a meeting at the White House on last
Friday that the President would specifi-
cally ask for this extension and, in addi-
tion, he would submit, I believe either
today or tomorrow or no later than
Wednesday, his ad hoc solution to the
current problem; and with the further
anticipation that we would have a gen-
eral legislative recommendation in the
labor-management field rather shortly.
The latter is long overdue. The Presi-
dent said his recommendations would be
forthecoming in his January 1966 state of
the Union message. It is now 16 months
later and labor-management problems
are mounting almost daily. Something
must be done, and the sooner the better.

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say there is
nothing in this message that says that,
but if my distinguished minority leader
says that was his understanding, it is
certainly in the record.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRINGER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I listened carefully to
the gentleman from West Virginia, the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, and I be-
lieve he said the President was well
aware a year ago in January that a sit-
uation of this kind could develop, and
at that time said that he would send
legislation to Congress dealing with labor
and management disputes. For the life
of me I do not understand what has
happened in the last almost year and a
half, that such legislation has not been
forthcoming from the White House.
This is not to say that I think legisla-
tion should necessarily originate in the
Office of the President. Far from it, but
having told Congress that he would initi-
ate legislation, and with recognition that
this problem as well as others in the
labor-management field would have to
be faced, it is unbelievable that the Presi-
dent failed to act during the last 15
months.

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to further
procrastination in this matter and I will
vote against the resolution.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired. All
time of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr, Moss].

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DiNGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Speaker, I want to
pay tribute to the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce for the patient way
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in which he has approached this very
difficult problem, and I want to thank
my very dear friend from California for
yvielding me this brief time, which I know
comes very dearly to him under the pro-
ceedings we have before us today.

I rise to express great unhappiness
over the situation in which we find our-
selves today.

I rise to point out something to labor
and management in connection with this
legislation. We probably are witnessing
today the last opportunity for labor and
management to get together not only to
resolve this strike without the assistance
of the Federal Government but also to
preserve the system of free collective
bargaining which we have in this coun-
try today.

I wish to point out to labor and man-
agement that we do not know what the
legislation which will be coming up from
the White House will entail, nor do we
know what the legislation that will
finally be enacted by the Congress will
compel, but I think it is fair to say
that certainly some form of compulsive
settlement of this dispute is now at
hand.

It is not my purpose here today to
fix the blame for the evil situation we
see in the negotiations. I think it is
fair to say it takes two to make negoti-
ations work and that probably there is
an abundance of blame to be shared by
both sides.

However, I would point out both to
labor and to management that I do not
think either will be happy with the re-
sults that will follow from legislation in
this area. I think it is fair to say that
if we go to compulsory arbitration, not
only will labor have someone tell them
what price they will receive for the work
of their membership, and collective bar-
gaining thereby suffer with regard to
the cost of wages and services furnished,
but also I think management will get a
new partner to dictate how profits are
to be made and ultimately to dictate how
management will make decisions in the
railroad industry.

I think if we go to seizure, the result
will be equally unhappy. I think a high
duty devolves on both parties here today
to recognize their duty to protect the
great system of free collective bargain-
ing which has worked so well for so
many years in this great country. It has
built the highest standard of living and
one of the finest economic systems in
the world. This system is in great jeop-
ardy from those who participate in it.
They must observe where compulsory
arbitration or seizure has come into be-
ing in each instance it has been des-
perately unhappy for all parties con-
cerned.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. COHELAN. I command the gen-
tleman for his fine remarks and I share
in much of what he is saying, but I am
wondering why the committee has not
held hearings on this subject. The gen-
tleman and the distinguished members
of the committee have gone through this
on many another occasion and they know
the values involved. Why could hearings
not have been held?
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Mr. DINGELL. I am glad the gentle-
man raises this question.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN].

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, with
other members of the committee, I was
at the White House when the Presi-
dent asked for a 20-day extension be-
cause he was to be out of the country
at the time the strike deadline was ap-
proaching. Certainly, that would have
been no time for a strike. We then
granted the 20-day extension.

The administration is now asking for
another 47 days. I want to call the
attention of the Congress to the fact that
the President, in the 1966 state of the
Union message, stated the following:

I also intend to ask Congress to consider
measures which without improperly invading
state and local authority will enable us effec-
tively to deal with strikes which threaten
irreparable damage to the national interest.

I think in these 47 days we can have
the hearings we all agree we should have
to review the merits and demerits of any
proposals which may be submitted. As
a result of this feeling on my part, I
joined with others in voting for this reso-
Iution in our committee this morning.
Now I hope we will have the recom-
mendations of the President here very
shortly so that proper hearings may be
held.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, the gentleman from
West Virgina [Mr. STAGGERS].

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to say again what I did when I first
addressed the House. This is an emer-
gency. That is the issue before us. There
are many other things we would like to
discuss. I will agree, as the Speaker did,
that the issues the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia raised are pertinent and will be
taken up by the committee at the proper
time. I am certain when 33 Members
come out with a bill, it will be fair. We
will have threshed it out. I would like
to agree with the minority leader as to
what took place at the White House last
Friday. He very well stated the case. The
President said he would come up in a
few days with the legislation. That was
in his message. I thought it meant this
week, I will say. He did point out to us
that in over 100 years, no one has yet
devised satisfactory permanent legisla-
tion in this area. He told us he had sev-
eral panels of the best minds in America
working on this problem, and they have
not solved it yet.

Mr. Speaker, I promise the Members
of the House that—although we have
many other things for consideration
which are important to the Nation; we
commence hearings tomorrow upon the
Comprehensive Health bill—when that
legislation comes up from the President
we shall cease the other proceedings at
that time and take up the legislation with
reference to this subject and attempt to
get somehing out.

Further, Mr. Speaker, we shall under-
take to make the legislation as equitable
as we possibly can for the good of the
country.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.
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Mr, Speaker, I wish to express my ap-
preciation to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. Staccers], and
others, for the assurances that we have
received today. ¥

However, Mr. Speaker, in view of the
fact of the intervening period of time
during which we had no hearings upon
this subject—when we had an oppor-
tunity to examine the equities of the is-
sues involved—I continue in opposition
to this joint resolution.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Moss] has
expired. All time has expired.

The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Staccers] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 543).

The question was taken.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken: and there
were—yeas 302, nays 56, not voting 75, as
follows:

[Roll No. 79]
YEAS—302
Adair Corbett Haley
Addabbo Corman Halleck
rt Cramer Hamilton

Anderson, I1l. Cunningham Hammer-
Anderson, Daddario schmidt

Tenn., Dantels Hanley
Andrews, Ala. Davis, Ga Hanna
Annunzio Davis, Wis Hansen, Idaho
Arends Dawson Hansen, Wash
Ashbrook de la Garza Hardy
Aspinall Delaney Harrison
Bates Dellenback Harsha
Battin Denney Harvey
Belcher Devine Hathaway
Bell Dickinson Hays
Bennett Dingell Hechler, W. Va.
Berry Dole Heckler, Mass,
Betts Donohue Henderson
Bevill I Herlong
Blester Dowdy Hicks
Bingham Duncan Holifleld
Blanton Dwyer Holland
Boggs Eckhardt Hosmer
Boland Edmondson Howard
Bolton Edwards, Ala. Hunt
Brademas Edwards, La. Hutchinson
Brasco Eilberg Irwin
Bray Erlenborn Jarman
Brinkley Esch Joelson
Brooks Eshleman Johnson, Pa.
Broomfield Evans, Colo.  Jonas
Brotzman Everett Jones, Ala.
Brown, Mich Fallon Jones, Mo.
Brown, Ohio Fascell Jones, N.C,
Broyhill, N.C. Flood Kastenmeier
Broyhill, Va. Flynt Kazen
Buchanan Fole Eeith
Burke, Fla, Ford, Gerald R. Kelly
Burke, Mass, Fountain Kleppe
Burleson Fraser Eornegay
Burton, Utah  Frelinghuysen 5
Button Friedel rd
Byrnes, Wis. Fulton, Pa. Langen
Cahill Fuqua Latta
Carey Galiflanakis Lennon
Carter Garmatz ipscomb
Casey Gathings Lloyd
Cederberg Gettys ng, La,
Chamberlain Giaimo Long, Md.
Clancy Gibbons
Clark Gilbert MeCarthy
Clausen, Goodell McClory

Don H. Goodling McClure
Clawson, Del Gubser MeCull
Collier Gude McDade
Colmer Gurney McDonald,
Conte Hagan Mich,
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MecFall Pirnie Springer
McMillan Poage Stafford
MacGregor Poff Staggers
Machen Pollock Stanton
Mahon Pool Steed
Mailliard Price, Tex. Bteiger, Ariz.
Marsh Pryor Stephens
Martin Quie Stratton
Mathlas, Calif. Rallsback Stubblefield
Mathias, Md. Randall Stuckey
Matsunaga Rari Taft
May Reid, Il Talcott
Mayne Reld, N.Y Taylor
Meskill ifel Teague, Calif.
Michel Reinecke Thompson, N.J.
Miller, Ohlo Rhodes, Arlz. Thomson, Wis.
Mills Riegle Tiernan
Minish Rivers Tuck
Mink berts Tunney
Minshall Robison Ullman
Mize Rodino Utt
Mo Rogers, Fla, Vander Jagt
Montgomery  Rooney, Pa Vigorito
e Rosen Waldie
Moorhead Roth Walker
Morris, N. Mex. Roudebush Watkins
Morse, Mass, h Watson
Morton Rumsfeld g;;tis
Mosher Ruppe en
Multer St Germain White
Satterfield Whitener
Natcher Schadeberg Whitten
edzl SBcheuer Widnall
Nelsen Schneebell ‘Wiggins
Nichols Schweiker Williams, Pa.
O'Hara, Mich. Schwengel Winn
O'Neal, Ga. 117 Wolft
Ottinger Shriver Wright
o5 Wyatt
Patten Sisk Wylie
Pelly Skubitz an
Pettls Yates
Philbin Smith, Calif. Young
Pickle Smith, ITowa Zablockl
Pike Smith, Okla. Zion
NAYS—56
Adams Olsen
Andrews, Green, Pa. Perkins
N. Dak, Gross Price, Ill.
Barrett Grover Pucinski
Blatnik Hawkins
Bolling rton Rooney, N.Y,
Brock Johnson, Calif. Roybal
Burton, Calif. Karsten Ryan
Byrne, Pa. Kee Baylor
Cleveland King, Calif. Scherle
Cohelan King, N.Y. Shipley
Curtis Snyder
Dulski EKupferman Bteiger, Wis
Edwards, Calif. Kyl Thompson, Ga
Far Leggett Vanik
Felghan Madden Wgopler
Findley Moss n,
Ford, Murphy, I11. Charles H
William D. O'Hara, Ill. Zwach
Gallagher O’Eonski
NOT VOTING—T5
Abbitt Gray Purcell
Ab Green, Oreg.  Quillen
Ashley Griffiths Rees
Ashmore Hall Resnick
Ayres Halpern Rhodes, Pa.
Baring Hébert Rogers, Colo.
Blackburn Helstoskl Ronan
Bow ull Rostenkowskl
Brown, Calif Hungate Sandman
ush Ichord St. Onge
Cabell Jacobs Selden
Celler Earth Smith, N.Y.
Conable Kl Sullivan
Conyers Kuykendall Teague, Tex,
Cowpger drum Tenzer
Culver McEwen Udall
Dent Macdonald, Van Deerlin
Derwinski Mass., ‘Waggonner
Diggs Meeds Whalley
Dow Miller, Callf. Wi Miss.
Downing Morgan Willis
Evins, Tenn Murphy, N.Y., Wilson, Bob
] Wydler
Fisher O’'Neill, Mass, Younger
Fulton, Tenn. Passman
Gardner Pepper

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 543) was
passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Bow.
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Mr. O'Neill of Maasa.chusett-a with Mr.
Conable,

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Kuyken-
dall.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr, Bob Wil-

son

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr, Ayres.

Mr, Ronan with Mr. Bush.

Mr. Hull with Mr. Quillen.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Gardner,

Mr. Tenzer with Mr. Wydler.

Mr. Ashmore with Mr. Hall.

Mr. Celler with Mr. Diggs.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Fino.

Mr. St. Onge with Mr, Halpern.

Mr, Resnick with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Mec-
Ewen.

Mr. Morgan with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Eluczynskl with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Nix.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Cowger.

Mrs. Sulllvan with Mr. Smith of New York.

Mr. Culver with Mr. Younger.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Baring.

Mr. Passman with Mr. Fisher.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr,
Brown of California.

Mr. Willlams of Mississippl with Mr. Dow.

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Downing.

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Cabell.

Mr Abernethy with Mr. Helstoskl.

Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Fulton of Tennessee.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Rhodes of
Pennsylvania.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. Selden.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Rees.

Mr, Earth with Mr. Meeds.

Mr, Hungate with Mr. Willis,

Mr. Udall with Mr. Jacobs.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The doors were opened.
tat?l motion to reconsider was laid on the
e.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 8363. An act authorizing additional
appropriations for prosecution of projects in
certain comprehensive river basin plans for
flood control, navigation, and other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 1039. An act to extend the authority
of the Postmaster General to enter into
leases of real property for perlods not ex-
ceeding thirty years, and for other purposes.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish
the record of today’s proceedings to show
that the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
IcHOoRP] and the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. DicKiNsoN] were unable to
be here for the vote on the legislation
concerning the Railway Labor Act be-
cause they are out of the city on official
business for the Committee on Armed
Services. At the specific direction of the
chairman of the committee, they have
journeyed to Otis Air Force Base in Mas-
sachusefts to conduct an on-the-spot in-
vestigation of a series of airplane crashes
at that installation.
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AUTHORIZATION FOR SALINE WA-
TER CONVERSION PROGRAM

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 6133) to authcrize appropria-
tions for the saline water conversion pro-
gram, to expand the program, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of.
America in Congress assembled, That the
Act of July 3, 1952 (66 Stat. 328) , as amended
(42 U.B.C. 1961 et seq.), is hereby further
amended as follows:

(a) In section B8 strike out “$90,000,000,
plus such additional sums as the Congress
may hereafter authorize and appropriate but
not to exceed $185,000,000,” and insert
“$105,782,000, plus such additional sums as
the Congress may hereafter authorize and
appropriate but not to exceed $169,218,000,”,

(b) In subsection 2(b) after “laboratory,”
insert “test bed,”.

(c) At the end of subsection 2(b) change
the semicolon to a colon and add the follow-
ing: “Provided, That any test bed plant,
module or component costing in excess of
$1,000,000 shall not be undertaken until
specifically authorized by Congreess: Provided
Jurther, That the five demonstration plants
authorized by the Act of September 2, 19568
(70 Stat. 1706), as amended (42 U.S.C. 1958
(d)), shall hereafter be regarded as test
beds subject to the provisions of this Act,
but the provisions of sections 3 and 6 of
such Act and those provisions of section 4
relating to the method of and dis-
position of the proceeds of sale shall con-
tinue to be applicable to them;".

(d) In subsection 2(c¢) strike out “dem-
onstration” and Insert “prototype”.

(e) Add a new section 9 to read as follows:

“S8ec. 9. This Act may be cited as the
‘Saline Water Conversion Act’.”.

Sec. 2. Of the amount of $105,782,000 au-
thorized to be appropriated by section 8 of
the Sallne Water Conversion Act, the un-
appropriated balance of $23,282,000 may be
appropriated and combined with $3,500,000
heretofore appropriated but remaining un-
obligated at the end of fiscal year 1967, to
carry out the program during the fiscal
year 1968, as follows:

(1) Research and drvelopment operating
expenses, not more than $18,632,000;

(ii) Design, construction, acquisition,
modification, operation and maintenance of
salilne water conversion test beds and test
facilities, not more than $4,298,000;

(iil) Design, construction, acquisition,
modification, operation and maintenance of
saline water conversion modules, not more
than $2,190,000; and

(iv) Administration and coordination, not
more than $1,762,000: |
Provided, however, That expenditures and
obligations under any of these items except
the last may be increased by not more than
10 per centum if such increase is accom-
panied by an equal decrease in expenditures
and obligations under one or more of the
other items, including the last.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

" There was no objection.

' The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Colorado [Mr, AspinaLL] is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of this legislation is to author-
ize additional appropriations for the
saline water conversion program and to
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amend the Saline Water Conservation
Act in certain other respects. This is the
legislation referred to by the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. HaN-
sen1, last Wednesday, when we had the
Interior Department appropriation bill
under consideration, in explaining why
only $7.5 million was included in that
bill for the saline water program. As
Mrs. HanseN stated, only $7.5 million re-
mains of the amount presently author-
ized to be appropriated for this program,
and authorizing legislation is needed be-
fore the full program for fiscal year 1968
can be funded. The increase in the
amount authorized to be appropriated
provided for in H.R. 6133 will make avail-
able for appropriation in fiscal year 1968
a total of $26,782,000, which is the
amount recommended in the President’s
budget. If this legislation is enacted
without undue delay, the other body can
consider for appropriation the full
amount recommended in the President’s
budget and the final amount to be ap-
propriated for fiscal year 1968 can be de-
termined in the conference of the two
Houses.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to authoriz-
ing additional appropriations, this legis-
lation amends the Saline Water Con-
version Act to give the Secretary author-
ity to construect and use test bed plants,
which are intermediate-size plants, in
the research and development work.
With this additional authority, the exist-
ing demonstration plants can be inte-
grated into the regular research program
in order to permit them to be used as
test beds in conducting further research.
The basic act also is amended by redesig-
nating as “prototype plants” the large
plants which must be recommended to
the Congress and specifically authorized
by the Congress. They are now re-
ferred to in the act as “demonstration
plants.” These changes in the basic act
have the effect of clarifying the defini-
tions for the full sequence in the devel-
opment of a process and conforming the
terminology in the act to that currently
in use throughout the industry. One ad-
ditional amendment to the Saline Water
Conversion Act adopted by the commit-
tee requires that any test bed plant,
module or component costing in excess
of $1 million must be specifically author-
ized by the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation authoriz-
ing appropriations only for fiscal year
1968 is an outgrowth of action taken by
the 89th Congress in the act of August
11, 1965. The Congress then had before
it an administration proposal calling for
an extension of the saline water conver-
sion program through fiscal year 1972
and a $200 million increase in the amount
authorized to be appropriated. In our
consideration of that legislation, we con-
cluded that, while it was appropriate for
the Office of Saline Water to be given a
firm basis on which to plan operations
over a 5-year period, the program should
be reviewed annually and that actual ap-
propriation authorization should like-
wise be sought annually.

Pursuant to the 1965 act, the legislation
embodied in H.R. 6133, as introduced, was
recommended to the Congress. However,
instead of going along with the year-by-
year authorization, the Department
asked for the authorization of appropri-
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ations for 3 years and made its presenta-
tion to the committee on that basis.
Nevertheless, the committee’s position
has not changed. We still favor a year-
by-year program authorization act, and
we are convinced that this can be done
without sacrificing management flexi-
bility or research progress. The research
and development programs for NASA,
the Defense Department, and the Atomic
Energy Commission are authorized year
by year and we expect to handle this pro-
gram, which now involves a sizable
amount of money in the same way. The
very nature of this program makes it
quite uncertain from one year to the
next what direction the research effort
should take and the committee believes
that a year-by-year authorization is nec-
essary in order to meet its oversight re-
sponsibility.

Mr. Speaker, when the saline water
conversion program was first authorized
in 1952 it was hoped that the American
scientific community would be able to
quickly provide desalting processes for
furnishing cheap water. Although this
goal still has not been attained, there has
been progress toward economic desalting
and certainly we now have a better un-
derstanding of the magnitude of the
problem. One measure of progress in
this endeavor to develop low-cost de-
salting processes is the application of the
technology attributable to the program.
Primarily as a result of this Federal re-
search program, a new and rapidly grow-
ing industry has been born. More and
more commercial plants are being built
each year not only in this country but
in other nations around the world.
During 1966 alone, U.S. manufacturers
sold desalting equipment sufficient to
produce an additional 22% million gal-
lons of fresh water daily. Development
progress for one process—the multistage
distillation process—has advanced to the
point where it will be tested in a large-
scale plant in the expectation of show-
ing water production costs of around 22
cents per thousand gallons. This is the
metropolitan water district plant which
this body approved a couple of weeks ago.
We anticipate that, as this new industry
expands and new technology is acquired,
we will reach the point where the activi-
ties of the Office of Saline Water can be
phased out until eventually this federally
sponsored research program can be
terminated.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs has thoroughly
examined the program involved in this
legislation and I urge approval of H.R.
6133 as amended by the committee.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of HR.
6133, a bill to authorize appropriations
for the saline water conversion program,
to extend the program, and for other
purposes.

The purpose of HR. 6133, is to in-
crease the amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for fiscal 1968, which will
make available for 1968, a total of $26,~
782,000, the amount requested in the
President’s budget. H.R. 6133, also ex-
pands the changes the saline water con-
version program by authorizing the con-
struction of “test bed” and “prototype”
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plants and integrates the demonstration
plant program into the regular research
and development program.

Mr, Speaker, it is amusing to note that
on April 20, 1967, this body passed H.R.
207, a bill to provide for the participa-
tion of the Department of the Interior in
the construction and operation of a large
prototype desalting plant. Now, we are
here amending the basic act to provide
the Department of the Interior with the
authority to participate in the construe-
tion and operation of “prototype”
plants. This “legislation leapfrogging”
has already created chaos in the saline
water conversion program. And Ishould
like to remind my colleagues that the
supposedly related legislation passed by
this body less than 2 weeks ago was a
grant-in-aid to the Metropolitan Water
Distriet of California, which should not
have been considered or passed until this
bill, H.R. 6133, was considered and passed
by this House. If such a procedure had
been followed, I think that legislation
would have been considered in a much
different light by the Members of this
House. Such action was a deviation
from the saline water conversion pro-
gram as previously approved by the Con-
gress.

The legislation now before this House,
amends the saline water conversion pro-
gram previously approved by the Con-
gress. I have supported that program and
will continue to do so, in the hope that
there will be a real breakthrough in the
desalting processes to produce potable
water at reasonable costs. At the same
time, I would ask my colleagues to pay
close attention to the saline water con-
version program to determine what
progress, if any, is being made. After 15
years of research and development and
the expenditure of $110 million, it be-
comes our responsibility to carefully
scrutinize the progress of the saline
water conversion program.

Because of the House action on the
20th day of April, the House stated we
did not need to worry about any planned
program of research and development
in the saline water conversion program;
that we should just “leapfrog” all over
everything that had been previously out-
lined by the Office of Saline Water, and
go right ahead and spend $72 million as
a gift to the MWD and the people of Los
Angeles, and produce 150 million gallons
of water a day.

I tried to make the House realize on
April 20 that passage of H.R. 207 was
the wrong procedure. As I said then and
as I reiterate today—the Office of Saline
Water has never built a plant to pro-
duce 1 million gallons of water per day
on a sustained basis. Several Members
from California came forward and said
there were plants in existence that had
produced more than 1 million gallons of
water a day—and I do not deny that—
but the Office of Saline Water, on whom
we have spent $110 million in research
and development, has yet to construct
a plant which will produce 1 million gal=-
lons of water per day on a continuous
basis of 365 days.

The only people who should vote for
this bill are the 32 Members who voted
against the bill on April 20, and the 80
Members who were absent.
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This bill H.R. 6133 should be passed. Last February in the same city, 29 Three out of four trainees who com-

I would hope the President would veto
the other one we passed on April 20. H.R.
6133 provides the procedure which the
Director of the Office of Saline Water
and the Assistant Secretary of the Inte-
rior asked for. H.R. 6133, expands the
authority of the Office of Saline Water,
and the saline water conversion program,
by authorizing the construction of test
beds and prototype plants, and allows
the demonstration plant program to be
integrated into the regular research and
development program.

This is the bill that should have been
brought up first and passed, since it is
a good bill and since it says to the Office
of Saline Water “we have hope for you—
you are taking in this bill the right ap-
proach.”

The bill provides the money for 1 year,
and requires the Office of Saline Water
to come back each year to the respective
committees of the House of Representa-
tives and submit a progress report.

On the basis of these reports, we may
give them additional authorization if
they show progress under the program
that has been approved. If they do, then
I am sure the next year, and in the sev-
eral years to follow, we wili again come
before the House asking for additional
authorization,

There is great hope that the Office of
Saline Water can either use one of the
three methods they are working on now,
or we hope come up with a new method
which will produce large quantities of
potable water either from sea water, from
brackish water, or minerally charged
water in some sections of our country.
That is the challenge I think exists for
the Office of Saline Water.

Mr, Speaker, once again this legisla-
tion provides the authority, flexibility,
and changes requested by the Depart-
ment of the Interior and the Office of
Saline Water to accomplish the purposes
for which it was established. I support
the bill and urge its passage.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Colo-
rado that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill HR. 6133, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

: é&] motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

MANPOWER REPORT TO THE CON-
GRESS—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 116)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read, and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor and ordered to be
printed with illustrations.

To the Congress of the United States:

In January 1966, 14 young men—high
school dropouts—enrolled in s Baltimore
Neighborhood Youth Corps program.
Eight months later, most of them had re-
turned to school, helped by part-time
work and wages received through job
training.

women—all on relief rolls—graduated
from a federally sponsored course to train
nurses’ aids. Today they are off wel-
fare, working in hospitals. As they help
themselves and their families, they are
helping the Nation meet its critical
shortage of health workers.

In Chicago last summer, six employ-
ment offices were set up for teenagers un-
der the Manpower Development and
Training Act—and run by the young peo-
ple themselves. Through these centers,
750 young men and women got jobs.
What might have been empty summers
became, for them, a satisfying, produec-
tive time,

These examples of progress are the re-
sult of programs begun only a few years
ago—programs which reflect the Na-
tion’s commitment to a positive man-
power policy.

By bringing new skills to thousands of
Americans, these programs are fueling
the ambitions and fulfilling the hopes of
many who might otherwise have been
condemned to idleness—not by choice
but by lack of opportunity.

This manpower report to the Con-
gress, submitted under the Manpower
Development and Training Act, surveys
the progress we have made in the last
year. It also points up the troubling and
persistent problems of unemployment in
a prosperous economy—and the steps we
must take to overcome those problems.

1866—A YEAR OF PROGRESS

An effective manpower policy depends
on a healthy economy. In 1966, this Na-
tion’s unemployment rate dropped below
4 percent—reaching a 13-year Ilow.
Seventy-four million people were work-
ing, nearly 2 million more than when
the year began.

The total production of goods and serv-
ices in America increased to a historic
$740 billion—$58 billion more than in
1965. On the whole, jobs were paying
better than ever and were more regular
and secure than they had been in many
years. More than 98 percent of men in
the labor force with families to support
were at work. The affer-tax income of
American families increased, after al-
lowing for price increases, by 3.5 percent.

This economic progress did not occur
by chance. It was the achievement of
business and labor. It was the result of
gradually improving education. Much of
it also came from careful efforts by Gov-
ernment to encourage and sustain eco-
nomic growth—and to carry out humane
and positive manpower programs.

Those efforts—even the newest of
them—have been remarkably fruitful.
Through the Economie Opportunity Act
of 1964, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act of 1962,
strengthened by the 1965 and 1966
amendments, and through other progres-
sive measures, we have taken vital steps
to assure opportunity to all our citizens.

By the end of last year, for example,
under the Manpower Development and
Training Act programs:

About 600,000 unemployed and under-
employed workers had been enrolled in
training;

pleted their classroom work had gone on
to regular employment;

Nearly nine out of 10 citizens who had
completed on-the-job training were
gainfully employed;

Thousands of citizens most in need of
help—Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Mexican-
Americans, and other disadvantaged
young Americans—had received train-
ing;

Workers by the thousands were being
trained to relieve acute manpower short-
ages in the health fields and in a variety
of other occupations.

By late 1966, under the Economic Op-
portunity Act:

More than 800,000 young people had
received a new start through the Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps.

Thousands of poor boys and girls, many
who were at less than a fourth-grade
literacy level, had gotten training and
jobs through the Job Corps.

Two hundred thousand young men and
women, who might have been forced to
leave college because of financial dif-
ficulties, had continued their education
through the college work-study program.

One hundred and thirty-eight thou-
sand needy family breadwinners were
given new skills through the work ex-
perience and training program.

These programs are helping more than
a million Americans each year to gain the
knowledge and skills needed for steady
productive employment.

THE PARADOX OF PROSPERTY

Our manpower programs have accom-
plished much. They must be con-
tinued—and their momentum increased.
For the year 1966 reminded us that ex-
pansion of the economy will not, by itself,
eliminate all unemployment and under-
employment.

Last year the overall unemployment
rate dropped to 3.8 percent and the rate
for married men to below 2 percent, an
impressively low figure. But we have no
reason to be complacent. The tragedy of
joblessness is not only in the amount of
unemployment—but in the kind of un-
employment.

Over 12 percent of our young people
aged 16 to 19 were still looking for jobs
at the year's end.

Among Negroes and other minority
groups, the unemployment rate was al-
most double the overall rate.

In slums and depressed rural areas,
joblessness ran close to 10 percent. And
one out of every three people in those
areas who are or ought to be working
today faces some severe employment
problem.

Much of this unemployment occurred
not because jobs were unavailable, but
because people were unable to fill jobs, or,
for various reasons, unwilling to fill them.

Often the job is in one place—but the
worker in another.

Or the job calls for a special skill—a
skill the unemployed person does not
have.

The employer insists on a high school
diploma—but the job seeker quit school
without this qualification.

An employer demands a “clean rec-
ord"—but the applicant has a record
marred by a juvenile arrest.

A job offers 1 day’s work a week—buft
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the worker needs 5 days' pay to support
his family.

All these problems have long been with
us. In the past, however, they were of-
ten obscured by general unemployment:
when thousands of skilled experienced
workers were searching for work, scant
attention was paid to the jobless high
school dropout.

Today, illuminated by prosperity, these
problems stand out more clearly.

At the end of 1966, about 2.9 million
workers were unemployed. But it is
estimated that during the course of the
year, about 10.5 million workers suffered
some unemployment.

About three-quarters of the 10.5 mil-
Jion workers were only temporarily out
of jobs—and soon found work. The
young worker just entering the labor
force belongs to this group; the bank
teller who has left his job to seek a better
one: the lathe operator who has been
laid off while adjustments are made in
the production schedule.

We cannot eliminate all temporary un-
employment. In a free and mobile so-
ciety, people must be able to change jobs
and get better ones; workers must be
able to leave and enter the labor force
at will; and the rate of production of
particular firms and industries must be
free to respond to market forces.

We must seek, however, to minimize
the hardships of temporary unemploy-
ment—

By making it unnecessary for young
men and women to spend long weeks job
hunting after they leave school;

By providing greater year-round op-
portunities to seasonal workers;

By improving job referral services to
bring jobs and workers closer together.

Our manpower programs seek to do
just those things—and to reduce the
waste and frustration that result from
even short spells of unemployment.

But our manpower programs must do
more. They must reach the workers
‘who are unemployed for long periods
and those who are frequently out of
work.

Preliminary estimates from our labor
force survey show that during 1966 there
were 2.5 million American workers who
were jobless for 15 weeks or more during
the year. Of those, about 700,000 were
out of work during more than half of the
year. Another one-half fo 1 million po-
tential workers had abandoned the
search for a job, at least temporarily,
and were not even counted as unem-
ployed. Still another 500,000 unemployed
were probably missed by the labor force
survey. Others were employed at part-
time jobs when they needed full-time
work.

Some of these workers should not be
in the labor force at all, including those
too old or too ill to hold steady jobs.
These people can be helped by improve-
ments in our health, public assistance,
and social security programs.

Others in this group have the skill and
experience to find and hold good jobs.
They can be helped by improvements in
our employment services, and by actions
to reduce seasonal unemployment.

But there are many who need special
manpower services before they can be-
come fully adequate workers and earn-
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ers. Precise measurement of the magni-
tude of the task ahead is difficult—
indeed, impossible., But we can estimate
that there are roughly 2 million poten-
tial workers who can be helped and are
willing to help themselves.

These are the dropouts—young men
and women who have left school with in-
adequate education and without skills.
Lacking experience, they cannot find
work; lacking work, they can never get
experience.

They are older workers whose obso-
lete skills are useless in today’s job
market.

They are Negroes, Mexican-Ameri-
cans, Puerto Ricans, and others barred
from jobs by other pecople’s prejudice.

They are the illiterate, the migrants,
the mentally and physically handi-
capped, the young men rejected as unfit
for military service.

This is the effort that has to be made—
to reduce unemployment to the point
where all that remains is the result of
inevitable movements within the work
force, irreducible seasonal factors, and
a small number of people whose disad-
vantages or circumstances preclude their
satisfactory employment.

The remaining problem is formidable,
and its solution will take time. But it is
of manageable proportions.

Never hefore have we had so great an
opportunity—or so urgent an obliga-
tion—to bring training and skills to
people willing to help themselves.

These Americans need hope, not
handouts. They want, and deserve,
work and training, not welfare.

NEW DIRECTIONS IN MANPOWER FPOLICY

If we are to proceed in practical ways
to assist the unemployed, we must pursue
five new directions in manpower policy.

1. WE MUST BRIDGE THE GAP BETWEEN
EDUCATION AND WORK

Few nations—perhaps none—can
match the achievements of our educa-
tional system. None equals the record
of our economy. Yet our youth unem-
ployment rate is the highest of any mod-
ern nation.

We pay too little attention to the two
out of three young people who do not go
to college and the many others who do
not finish college. As citizens and sup-
porters of public education, we should
be as concerned about assisting them in
their transition from school to job as we
are about preparing others for college.

Too many young men and women face
long and bitter months of job hunting or
marginal work after leaving school. Our
society has mot yet established satis-
factory ways to bridge the gap between
school and work. If we fail to deal ener-
getically with this problem, thousands of
young people will continue to lapse into
years of mtennlttent unrewarding and
menial labor.

Our interest in a young person should
not stop when he finishes—or drops out
of—school, Our concern should become
even greater then. It should extend to
the point at which every young person
becomes self-sufficient. Any other view
would not only lack humanity—it would
be false economy.

Other nations have developed broad
industry training and internship pro-
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grams, offering education and experi-
ence to young people entering a trade or
profession. Still others have established
close ties between educational institu-
tions and employment agencies at all
levels.

We can profit by these examples if
we:

Build into our employment system a
broader concept of apprenticeship and
work experience;

Establish in our educational programs
opportunities for students to learn more
about the world of work;

Build a system in which education and
work experience are brought together to
provide the kind of preparation that fits
the needs of our society.

To achieve these ends, I am directing
the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to
make a thorough study of the relation-
ship between our educational programs
and our manpower programs, between
learning and earning in America. By
more closely relating the two we can re-
duce the high unemployment rate among
young Americans.

In this task, the Secretaries will con-
sult State education and employment
agencies, local boards of education, busi-
ness, and labor leaders, and the special
Committee on Administration of Train-
ing Programs which Congress recently
authorized. They will also review such
related problems as the difference be-
tween laws relating to the school-leaving
age and those governing the age for
entering certain occupations, and any
applications of minimum wage agree-
ments, laws or practices which inhibit
experimentation in adding a work con-
tent to educational programs.

2. WE MUST CONCENTRATE OUR EFFORTS

Six years ago, general unemployment
plagued the country. Nearly 7 percent
of our workers could not find jobs. Every
State and almost every city suffered.
The situation was far worse in slums and
depressed rural areas than in the sub-
urbs—but unemployment was so wide-
spread that it had to be fought every-
where.

The Nation’s employment map shows
150 major labor areas. In March and
April of 1961, unemployment in 101 of
these areas exceeded 6 percent. At the
end of 1963, 38 of these 150 areas still
suffered high unemployment.

By the end of 1966, only eight of the
major labor areas had an unemploy-
ment rate above 6 percent. An expand-
ing economy, strengthened educational
programs, and public and private man-
power training efforts, had created jobs
and trained men to fill them.

Buf 2 million Americans needing em-
ployment assistance still remained—
Americans who could be helped and who
were willing to help themselves. Educa-
tion, training, swift economic advances
somehow had passed them by.

Last year, to develop a body of detailed
information about these unemployed cit-
izens and their problems the Secretary of
Labor surveyed unemployment in se-
lected slums throughout the country.

This survey concluded that:

Unemployment in the city slums is
three times higher than the national

‘average.
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One out of three potential workers in
those areas is not adequately employed—
including those who could be working
but are not; those who are working part-
time but want full-time jobs, and those
who are working full-time but earning
substandard wages.

The results of this study show not only
where the unemployed are but why they
are jobless. The study concluded that
despite the spectacular growth of our
economy, despite improvements in the
human and social conditions of American
life, the unemployment rate in many of
these depressed areas is as high as it was
6 years ago.

To the extent that the remaining un-
employment is concentrated in these
areas, our programs also must be con-
centrated. To scatter our effort now is
to waste it.

I have asked Congress to provide an
additional $135 million in fiscal 1968
under the Economic Opportunity Act for
2 new manpower program to provide
special assistance to our most disadvan-
taged citizens.

With these funds, we can:

Focus our services more sharply upon
areas and individuals in greatest need.

Tailor these services to the require-
ments of each individual—counseling,
health services, training, and followup
assistance on a case-by-case basis.

Enlist the support of local business and
labor organizations—the key to any suc-
cessful employment program.

But the need was too urgent to permit
delay. Accordingly, I asked the Secre-
tary of Labor and the Director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, in co-
operation with the heads of other Fed-
eral agencies, to begin this special man-
power program immediately with all
available resources.

Our manpower programs also must be
specially aimed at two other groups:
seasonally employed workers and the
handicapped.

Thousands of seasonally employed
workers lead hard, uncertain lives. For
them, employment is determined not by
their abilities or opportunities but by
the calendar. Among them are con-
struction workers and hired farm labor-
ers—especially migrant farmworkers,
who pick a meager living from the soil,
“traveling everywhere but living no-
where.”

To help these workers, I have asked
the Secretary of Labor in cooperation
with the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Acting Secretary of Commerce to make
a detailed survey of seasonal unemploy-
ment and underemployment—and to
find ways to deal with these problems.

This study should seek methods by
which Federal, State, and local govern-
ments, through their contracting proce-
dures and other activities, can reduce
seasonal lags in employment, especially
in the construction industry. It should
explore the feasibility of a migrant man-
power corporation and other ways to
help regularize the employment of hired
farmworkers, particularly migratory
farmworkers.

For thousands of mentally and physi-
cally handicapped Americans, employ-
ment has too long been considered an
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exclusive concern of “charity.”” Yet, we
know that many handicapped citizens
can learn important skills, and can be-
come effective workers.

I am directing the Secretary of Labor
and the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to explore additional ways
in which business, industry, and govern-
ment can provide more meaningful em-
ployment opportunities to handicapped
citizens.

3. WE MUST MAKE OUR OVERALL MANPOWER
EFFORT MORE EFFICIENT

Our major commitment to an affirma-
tive manpower policy is relatively recent.
Many of our manpower pPrograms are
new, and we are still building the ma-
chinery to carry them out. By a com-
bination of law and delegation of au-
thority, the Department of Labor has
primary operating responsibility for
manpower programs.

But the problems of manpower devel-
opment cut across organizational lines.
They are closely intertwined with prob-
lems of social, economic, and educational
development. Accordingly, the Depart-
ment of Labor has established close
working ties with the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office
of Economic Opportunity, and other
Federal agencies having responsibilities
in these areas.

Perhaps the most important of these
new working ties is the recent delegation
of several OEO adult work and training
programs to the Department of Labor.
These arrangements link the Labor De-
partment’s responsibility in the manpow-
er area with OEO’s responsibility for co-
ordinating antipoverty programs. They
provide local initiative by the carrying
out of local programs through Commu-
nity Action Agencies wherever this is
practicable.

We are working to strengthen those
ties: to centralize, consolidate, and
streamline our operations.

The task of manpower development,
of course, cannot be a Federal task alone.
Recognizing this, we are placing greater
emphasis on on-the-job training pro-
grams conducted by private employers.

As the demand increases for workers
with special skills, we should take posi-
tive steps particularly to encourage pri-
vate job training efforts:

First. We must obtain reliable infor-
mation on which to base our plans. I
have asked Congress to provide funds for
a systematic study by the Secretary of
Labor to answer these questions: What
public and private job training programs
are now available? Whom do they serve?
What needs remain unmet?

Second. I am directing the Secretary
of Labor and the Acting Secretary of
Commerce, in cooperation with other
Federal agencies, to establish a task
force on occupational training. This
task force, with members drawn from
business, labor, agriculture and the gen-
eral public, will survey training programs
operated by private industry, and will
recommend ways that the Federal Gov=-
ernment can promote and assist private
training programs.

Third. I have recommended that Con-
gress provide an additional $5.6 million
to enable the Secretary of Labor to ald
private industry in experimental projects

11293

providing a wide range of services and
training to seriously disadvantaged
workers.

Fourth. I am asking the Secretaries
of Labor and Agriculture to conduct a
study to determine both short-term and
future manpower needs and the supply of
workers in rural America. With this in-
formation, we will be able to plan to
meet the needs of our workers and of our
rural economy.

4. WE MUST MAKE MILITARY SERVICE A PATH TO
PRODUCTIVE CAREERS

Members of the Armed Forces have an
opportunity to perform vital military
service. They can also acquire knowledge
and experience to prepare them for civil-
ian careers after their service.

In fiseal 1966, 750,000 servicemen com-
pleted specialized training programs. In
almost 2,000 different courses, from auto-
mobile repair to aerospace technology,
these young citizens have gained skills
and experience which help them to ob-
tain civilian jobs.

The armed services have also made
educational growth possible for thou-
sands of servicemen through the U.S.
Armed Forces Institute and other edu-
cational programs. Nearly 80,000 service-
men earned the equivalent of a high
school diploma last year.

In addition, the Secretary of Defense
has launched Project 100,000 to accept
and train thousands of young men who
were previously rejected as unfit for mili-
tary service. Under this program, 40,000
young men are joining the Armed Forces

this year; 100,000 will join next year.

All will receive specialized training to
help them become good soldiers—and
later, productive citizens.

There are, of course, some military spe-
cialists whose training does not lead di-
rectly to civilian employment.

To help them, I have asked the Secre-
tary of Defense to make available, to the
maximum extent possible, in-service
training and educational opportunities
which will increase their chances for em-
ployment in civilian life.

5. WE MUST WORK TOWARD A MORE COMPREHEN-
SIVE MANPOWER PROGRAM

If our manpower programs are to reach
as many workers as they must, we should
strengthen the Federal-State employ-
ment service so that it can improve job
placement, provide better training and
job information, and offer guidance and
counseling to all those who need these
vital services.

A sound economic and manpower
policy also requires effective measures for
maintaining the income of the worker
and his family when working patterns
change.

I urge the Congress to amend the un-
employment insurance laws to provide
training, guidance, or other services in
conjunction with extended benefits to
the long-term unemployed. I urge Con-
gress also to extend the protection of the
system to additional workers, to estab-
lish a more realistic level of benefits,
and to correct the abuses which occur
within the present system.

Along with the improvements I have
proposed in the soclal security system
and our public assistance programs, these
steps will enhance the lives of millions
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of poor families and give them incentives
to improve their education and their job
potential. Further, I have proposed un-
der the Economic Opportunity Act that
Job Corpsmen, Neighborhood Youth
Corpsmen, and others engaged in work
and training under that act should be
given greater incentives to work, by al-
lowing them to earn more without a cor-
responding loss of welfare assistance to
their families.

Our economic system must have ade-
quate “manpower”’—but manpower is not
enough. The economic system is a
means. Itsend is the individual.

To better serve the deeper purpose of
our manpower programs, we must seek
answers to the most fundamental ques-
tions about unemployment.

I therefore urge the Congress to pro-
vide $20 million for a special census of
3 million households in America.

Among other data, this population
census will give us vitally needed man-
power information about unemployed
Americans. It will provide for us a more
complete profile of the jobless worker.
Where does he live? How much educa-
tion and training does he have? What
are his health and economic problems?
What, other obstacles must be overcome
to find and hold a job?

CONCLUSION

We know that a vigorous economy and
an effective educational system are the
bedrock of an effective manpower policy.

Our economy is healthy, and our un-
employment rate is low. We work with
constant vigilance to keep that rate low.

The 18 landmark educational measures
I proposed and you in the Congress en-
acted are symbols of our belief that
education is the most important invest-
ment we can make in the Nation’s future.

Thus, on these foundations—a thriv-
ing economy and educational progress—
we can shape our manpower policies to—

Prevent the misuse, and nonuse, of
our youth.

Meet squarely the problems of the 2
million Americans who need employment
assistance and who stand ready to help
themselves.

Meet the needs of a burgeoning econ-
omy for skilled workers.

Help workers with special employment
problems—the handicapped, the migrant
worker, the armed services rejectee.

Bring workers to jobs as well as jobs
to workers.

Develop a closer partnership with busi-
ness and private agencies.

We are heartened by the progress of
our manpower programs over the past
years. This progress is not material for
bold headlines: quiet victors seldom
are.
One man’s struggle to improve himself,
to learn new skills and discard old habits,
is deeply personal and offen painful.

But each day viclories are being won—
in dozens of neighborhood youth centers,
in scores of Job Corps camps, in thou-
sands of training projects under the
Mat.’zmower Development and Training
Act.

Often our progress is measured not by
what happened but by what has been
avoided. The high school dropout whose
name might have been recorded on a
police blotter—but was not because he
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learned a skill and got a good job.
The father of five who might have waited
in line for his relief check—but did not
because he was trained and went on to
steady employment.

The yardstick we must use is not what
we have accomplished in the past—but
what we must do in the future.

We will do our best. We will try and
try again. We will never lose sight of
our goal—to guarantee to every man an
opportunity to unlock his own potential;
to earn the satisfaction of standing on
his own two feet.

Our goal, in short, is to offer to every
citizen one of the greatest blessings: a
sure sense of his own usefulness.

LYNDON B. JOHNSON.

TrHE WHiTE House, May 1, 1967.

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY OF THE
POSTMASTER GENERAL TO ENTER
INTO LEASES OF REAL PROPERTY
FOR PERIODS NOT EXCEEDING 30
YEARS

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the bill,
H.R. 8553, to extend the authority of the
Postmaster General to enter the author-
ity of the Postmaster General to enter
into leases of real property for periods
not exceeding 30 years, and for other
purposes, is on the Suspension Calendar
for today. However, an identical bill,
S. 1039, passed the other body earlier
today, and is now on the Speaker’s table.
Therefore, in lieu of calling up H.R. 8553,
I move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill, S. 1039, to extend the authority of
the Postmaster General to enter into
leases of real property for periods not
exceeding 30 years, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 1039

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
the portion of section 2103(a), title 39,
United States Code, which precedes para-
graph (2) thereof is amended fo read as
follows:

“(a) Whenever the Postmaster General de-
termines after consultation with the Admin-
istration of General Services, that it is not
desirable or feasible to construct a postal fa-
cility under the provisions of the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended (40 U.8.C.
601-615), the Postmaster General, In addi-
tion to the authority conferred upon him by
section 2102 of this title may—

“(1) negotiate and enter into lease agree-
ments which do not bind the Government
for periods exceeding thirty years, on such
terms as the Postmaster General deems to be
in the best interest of the United States, for
the erection by the lessor of special-purpose
post office buildings on lands sold, leased, or
otherwise disposed of by the Postmaster Gen-
eral to or otherwise acquired by, the lessor;"

(b) Section 2103, title 39, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsections:

“(d) As used in this section the term ‘spe-
cial purpose post office buildings' means a
building which has the following character-
istiecs:

“(1) It Is situated in a particular geo-
graphical location to make it convenient for

rocessing mail;

“(2) it is designed In a particular config-
uration to make it convenient for processing
mail; and

“(3) At least thirty days prior to entering
into a lease agreement under this section
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or under section 2102 of this title for a spe-
cial-purpose post office bullding having gross
floor space exceeding twenty thousand square
feet, the Postmaster General shall transmit
to the Committee on Public Works of the
Benate and the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service of the House of Representatives
a report which includes & full and complete
statement the need for such an
agreement and the facts relating to the pro-
posed transaction.

“(f) A statement in the lease agreement
that the requirements of subsections (d) and
(e) have been met, or that the lease agree-
ment is not subject to these subsections,
is conclusive.”

(c) The text of section 2108, title 39,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows: “Agreements may not be entered
into under sections 2104 and 2105 of this
title after July 22, 1964, and under section
2103 after June 30, 1972.”

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. CORBETT. Mr, Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
a second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr, Speaker, HR. 8553
is extremely important legislation. The
bill was favorably reported by unanimous
vote of my committee and only after
receiving very careful consideration.

The Postmaster General's 30-year
leasing authority for acquiring new
postal facilities, along with his author-
ity to condemn, purchase, and dispose of
land for the purpose of carrying out this
leasing program, expired at midnight last
night, April 30. Prompt enactment of
H.R. 8553 is absolutely essential to the
Post Office Department's continued
ability to do its job. In fact, the De-
partment has testified that unless this
legislation is enacted, the “Postmaster
General’s all-out effort to avoid catas-
trophe in handling the mail explosion
will suffer a damaging and even a dan-
gerous setback.”

Today we have a mail volume that ex-
ceeds the mail volume of the rest of the
world—over 80 billion pieces a year—
but we still have basically the same postal
facilities that Postmaster General Jim
Farley had back in the late 1930’s, when
the postal service had only one-third as
much mail to earry. According to Post-
master General O'Brien, this is the im-
portant factor that has set the stage
for “catastrophe.”

I would like to emphasize that H.R.
8553 provides for no new authorities.
It simply extends for another 5-year pe-
riod, to June 30, 1972, and subject to cer-
tain new restrictions, the authority that
the Postmaster General has had since
1954 to enter into long-term leases for
postal facilities.

At this point I would like to yield such
time as he may require to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
DaneLs] who will discuss the legislation
in full detail.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, as the
chairman has stated, HR. 8553 a bill
identical to S. 1039, was reported unani~
mously by the Post Office and Civil Serv-
jce Committee. It was also reported to
the full committee by the Subcommittee
on Postal Facilities and Modernization
by unanimous vote.
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Every Member of this House is aware
of the crisis that exists in the postal serv-
ice today. Mail volume will have in-
creased to 83 billion pieces a year by 1968,
up 23 percent since 1963. In order to
handle the ever-increasing volume of
mail, the Post Office Department must
acquire 7 to 10 million square feet of
additional space each year.

The Department acquires new space
three ways:

The lease construction program ad-
ministered by the Post Office Depart-
ment;

The Federal construction program ad-
ministered by General Services Admin-
istration; and

The postal building program carried
on by the Department under delegation
of authority from General Services Ad-
ministration.

S. 1039 will continue the authority of
the Postmaster General tc lease space
for up to 30 years and create three re-
strietions not contained in the act which
expired yesterday.

This is the third time in as many Con-
gresses that we have considered this type
of legislation. In the 88th Congress the
Postmaster General’s authority to ac-
quire and dispose of sites and to enter
into leases for periods up to 30 years was
due to expire on July 22, 1964, and by en-
actment of Public Law 88-480 we ex-
tended this authority until December 31,
1966. In the last Congress, by enact-
ment of Public Law 89-637, the authority
was further extended to April 30, 1967.

S. 1039 would extend for an additional
5-year period, through June 30, 1972, the
authority of the Postmaster General to
acquire and dispose of sites and to en-
ter into leases for periods up to 30 years.
In addition, and most significantly, the
bills, unlike any previous legislation on
the subject, contain three important re-
strictions not provided in existing law,
that are directed at certain criticisms
that have been leveled against the leas-
ing program in the past few years. These
new restrictions are:

First, as a condition precedent to the
construction of a leased building under
the terms of the new legislation, the
Postmaster General is required to consult
with the Administrator of the General
Services Administration and thereafter
to determine that it is not desirable or
feasible to construct a postal facility un-
der the provisions of the Public Buildings
Act of 1959;

Second, that the construction under
this bill will be only for special-purpose
post office buildings. The bill defines a
special-purpose building as being one
which is situated in a particular geo-
graphical location to make it convenient
for mail processing, is designed in a par-
ticular configuration to make it con-
venient for processing mail, and is not
readily usable or convertible to use as a
general-purpose office building; and

Third, that the Postmaster General
submit a statement explaining all aspects
of the lease for each special-purpose
postal facility with a gross floor space
exceeding 20,000 square feet to the Com-
mittee on Public Works of the Senate
and the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service of the House of Representa-
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tives at least 30 days prior to executing
the lease.

Under the lease construction program,
the Department contracts for a building
of certain specifications. Usually the
land is either under option to or owned
by the Department, and depending upon
the size of the building, plans may be
drawn by a POD-hired architect for
buildings over 50,000 square feet, or
merely outlined in a document of specifi-
cations. Buildings ranging in size from
4,000 to 50,000 square feet are bid on
tentative drawings and firm construction
requirements. The successful bidder is
then required to retain an architectural
engineering firm and submit detailed
drawings to the Department for ap-
proval.

The length of the desired lease term
is determined on the basis of foreseeable
occupancy needs. Generally this is re-
lated to the size and cost of the facility,
with a 30-year term being used on the
larger facilities, a 20-year term in the
medium-size category, and less than 20
years on the smaller buildings. Five-
year renewal options are required as fol-
lows: four on a 10-year basic term; five
on a 15-year basic term; six on a 20-year
basic term; eight on a 30-year basic term.

Bidders agree to construct the building
called for by the design data and rent
it to the Department for the term and
the renewal options in the bidding docu-
ments. Funds expended by the Depart-
ment for sites and AE fees are repaid to
the Department by the successful bidder
so that the project is fully financed by
the successful bidder.

Where leasing is desirable and where
long-term occupancy can be foreseen,
the 30-year lease term is more eco-
nomiecal than the shorter 20-year term
that the Department would be required
to use if this bill is not passed. The
larger leased facilities, where the Depart-
ment needs are firm for 30 years or more
and where we have used the 30-year lease
term, are special-purpose buildings.
They have built-in features, such as ab-
normally high ceilings for mechanization
that severely limit their use for purposes
other than mail handling. If the De-
partment is forced to reduce the basic
lease term on this type of facility to 20
years, it will increase the annual rental
very significantly because the cost of the
building must be amortized over a
shorter period.

To summarize, Mr. Speaker, the 30-
year leasing authority contained in this
bill should be continued because—

First. It is the most economical meth-
od of procuring space where long-term
occupancy is projected and leasing is ap-
propriate.

Second. The 30-year term enables
the Department to more evenly match
space costs and revenue; thus minimiz-
ing Treasury financing.

Third. Even though the Department
intends to greatly enlarge its Federal
construction program, continued 30-
year leasing authority is essential to the
development of facilities where Federal
ownership is inappropriate.

The land acquisition and disposition
authority contained in this bill, includ-
ing the all-important condemnation au-
thority, should be continued because—
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First. It is basic to a competitive lease
construction program irrespective of the
length of the lease terms.

Second. The condemnation authority
protects the Post Office Department
against excessive land costs, and its very
existence enables the Department to ob-
tain options at fair prices which would
not otherwise be obtainable.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of
S. 1039.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

. DANIELS. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. When
there is an opportunity for the Post Of-
fice Department to use land which a local
community owns and is willing to offer to
the Post Office Department, and, through
an authority, to build a post office, why
is priority not given by the U.S. Post
Office Department to such an offer?

As an example, I have objected to a
post office being built on private land,
and to private land being condemned,
when, in one community, the local com-
munity, by its governmental authority,
is willing to give the land free for the
period of the term of the lease, at no
cost. Instead of that, the Post Office De-
partment spent $50,000 to $100,000 to
buy and condemn land at a place where
the local community objected to the post
office being. I could not stop it.

How do we get around that? I be-
lieve the local community should have
an opportunity to say where the post
office should go, when it has a civiec cen-
ter and wants it to go in its own civie
center.

Mr. DANIELS. There may be many
reasons why the Department may reject
an offer of land, even if given free to
the Post Office Department. Today
there is a great increase in the volume
of mail. I indicated in my statement
only a few moments ago that the volume
of mail has increased by 23 percent over
the past 5 years. It is estimated that
the volume of mail will continue to in-
crease, conservatively, at a rate of about
3 percent or more per year.

The Post Office Department faces a
crisis today. Therefore, it is necessary
for the Post Office Department to resolve,
“How are we going to give American
business and American taxpayers better
service?”

They propose to erect special-purpose
and Federal buildings. These buildings
are of tremendous size.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Let me
just pose the policy question. When the
local community objects to the location
of a post office in that community, not
only by citizens’ petitions but also by
local government action, which shall pre-
vail, the national policy or the policy of
the local community?

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I shall be glad to yield
to the gentleman, but I wish to make
one further statement, since I did not
finish my previous statement.

The Department is the best judge as to
its needs. I believe it is a question of
need. The question is, What is best for
the Post Office Department and the
American public?
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I am glad to yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. I should like to point
out to the gentleman that today I can-
not—nor can he—know what the think-
ing of the Post Office Department was in
this particular instance.

However, I would point out to the gen-
tleman that the bill, as it is advocated
today, has a provision for oversight of all
these leases. Hence, if the people of a
community—or my distinguished col-
league from Pennsylvania—have a com-
plaint to make, it would be possible to do
so under the new restrictions which are
included in this legislation.

Mr. DANIELS. That is absolutely
correct. I thank the gentleman for his
comment.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. The
point I am making is, the local commu-
nity decides it wants a civic center, and
it wants the U.S. post office put in that
civic center.

However, the U.S. Post Office Depart-
ment, in order to serve certain businesses
or certain driveins or certain supermar-
kets, decides it would rather have a box,
which is simply a store front with no
decoration and no civic improvements
whatever, near those particularly fa-
vored businesses. I would not even want
to infer how those businesses get so fa-
vored. Here is the point: The civic com-
munity, the citizens and the government,
all want it to go in a civic center, and
the businesses then say, “No, just put it
over near us in a little box.” Of course,
that makes this particular supermarket
or supermarkets the possessors of a tre-
mendous advantage over the others,
which I think is wrong. I have objected
to it strongly. So much so that I said
do not build the post office at all, and I
was very quickly overruled by the U.S.
Post Office Department.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the chair-
man of the subcommittee.

Mr. POOL. We had a similar situa-
tion in Dallas with technicalities and a
hassle about the price of the property.
The property being considered for the
post office site would cost about $5 mil-
lion. This went on for 6 or 8 months
with nothing being done. Of course, I
had originally proposed the post office
when I first came to the Congress, and
I had been waiting 4 years to get some
action. They could not arrive at a
proper price for the property and would
not pay $56 million for it. I did the very
same thing that you are talking about
here. I got the city council to resolve to
sell to the Federal Government 40 acres
at $1 a square foot. Now, that is a real
cheap price. Downtown the price has
been $18 to $30 a square foot, which was
out of the question in this case. Also,
this is on an expressway which connects
with all of the other expressways and
will allow fast transit of the mail from
Fort Worth and Dallas and all of the
northwest Texas places.

Some of the city fellows there objected
to the fact that I was not putting it
downtown and that I was putting it out
in a community called Oak Cliff, where I
was born and raised, which was a part of
my distriet. The fact is, though, I saved
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the Federal Government $4 million. It
is now located on a better facility, and
the Post Office Department in this par-
ticular case overruled some of the city
fellows, you might say. But who is go-
ing to determine what the local commu-~
nity wants and who is going to do what?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.

Speaker, will the gentleman yield
further?
Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the gentle-

man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I
think the gentleman is making a very
good point, but here is a case where the
U.S. Post Office Department was going
to get the land free in a civic center for
putting up a post office even to the point
where the local community would estab-
lish an authority and rent the building
to the post office with no profit. In-
stead of that the Post Office Department
goes in and condemns it and does ex-
actly the opposite; that is, paying the
highest price. I wish I was either in the
gentleman’s party or had his magnetism
s0 I could say myself, as the gentleman
did, how you overruled the Post Office
Department, and they did what you
wanted. They certainly do not do what
I want, because I objected to the post
office completely, and, boy, that post
office is right where they put it.

Mr. DANIELS. I will say to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania that there
has been criticism leveled at this pro-
gram. I have already stated to the
House that we have proposed by this bill
something new. We are proposing three
new restrictions, one of which requires
the Post Office Department, before they
enter into a 30-year lease on a special
purpose building, to file something in
the nature of a prospectus outlining all
of the details of the lease, not only with
this Subcommittee on Post Office but
also on the Senate side with the Public
Works Committee there, at least 30 days
prior to entering into the lease so that
we have an opportunity to examine the
details. I do not think that the Post
Office Department dare ride roughshod
over any objections of the Members of
this House. As a matter of fact, I asked
that question of Mr. Coffman, who rep-
resented the Post Office Department at
the hearing, and he indicated they would
be very reluctant to override the wishes
of the Members of this House or the sub-
committee which would have jurisdic-
tion of this legislation.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. DANIELS. Yes, I yield further
to the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania,

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I hope the author of this bill
will show and indicate the legislative in-
tent, that where there is a civic center
in the community and the community
seeks to protect the civic center, that the
U.S. Post Office Department shall not
choose between or be affected by the
large supermarkets and that one does
not have advantage over the other but
that the local areas affected shall be
consulted.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. DANIELS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas.

Mr. POOL. Also, let the legislative
intent show that the Post Office Depart-
ment should make the surveys and per-
form the work necessary in order to de-
termine the flow of traffic and the ease
of handling large trucks and other neces-
sary equipment used by the Post Office
Department, and that the community
recognize the necessity of the Depart-
ment getting the mail out.

Mr. Speaker, the problem with which
we are confronted today is a bogged up
situation because of to0 many people
wanting special favors from the Post
Office Department.

Mr. Speaker, all we can hope to do is
to try to help the Post Office Department
get the mail delivered and to obtain for
it the necessary access roads with which
to accommodate these large trucks, and
get them out onto the large roads in
order to deliver the mail.

Mr. DANIELS. Your subcommittee of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service does not intend that the local
community considerations should be
overriden by our Government in Wash-
ington, if they decide they want a post
office in a civie~-type community center
or have that judgment overruled by the
Post Office Department. It is not my
opinion that this is the intent and pur-
pose of this legislation.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS]
has expired.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I simply wish to point out
the fact that the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. DanieLs] has very accurately
described the points contained in this
proposed bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that the
restrictions provided in the bill will take
care of any legitimate objections such as
were just voiced during the recent col-
loquy.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I believe that
the bill, S. 1039, should pass unanimously,
as the companion bill, HR. 8553, which
bill was reported out of the House Com-~
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
unanimously.

However, Mr. Speaker, I would just
like to take 1 minute to point out the
fact that our new chairman, the distin-
guished gentleman from New York [Mr,
DuLski1l, should be congratulated for
having brought this bill here to the floor
of the House for consideration, with the
unanimous backing of the gentleman’s
committee, which backing has frequently
been true in this committee. This re-
flects the fact that the committee has
done its work well and has ironed out the
differences as contained in the bill as
proposed by the other body and as is
presented over here to the Members of
the House, which has the unanimous
endorsement of the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

I now yield such time as he may con-
sume to the distinguished gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. THOMPSON].

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, as a member of the subcommit-
tee which had jurisdiction over H.R.
8553, a bill identical to S. 1039 now under
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consideration, I want only to reaffirm my
support of the bill and the support of the
the other minority members of the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

A review of the testimony submitted to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service and to the subcommittee there-
of, convinced me and the other members
of the subcommittee of its value and need.

I urge my colleagues to act favorably
upon the legislation now pending before

us.

In additional views to the report on
H.R. 8553, a bill which is identical to S.
1039, the gentleman from Illinois and I
sought to draw attention to the fact that
a continuous review of the longtime
leasing program of the Post Office De-
partment is necessary, if we are to pro-
vide the efficient and professional postal
serviee which the American public de-
mands and deserves.

The legislation now before us provides
a measure of congressional oversight, and
though it is not as great as I would like,
I feel it is a useful and important feature
of the bill,

Mr. Speaker, this bill had the unani-
mous approval of both the subcommittee
and the full Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, and I recommend its
passage, as reported.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WILLIAM
D. Forpl.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this is the first bill I have
had the pleasure of working on since I
joined the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service of the 90th Congress, and
I want to pay my thanks to the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Postal Facilities
and Modernization, the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. JoE Poor, who was taken away
from us during part of the deliberations
on this bill because of a bout of illness.

However, Mr. Speaker, notwithstand-
ing the fact he was kept away from actu-
ally participating in the hearings the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PooLl kept
his finger on the legislation at all times
and kept control of it from the beginning
to the end. I believe the House should
take note this is his first piece of legisla-
tion as chairman of that very important
subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, I recently had the oppor-
tunity to visit the ecity of Dallas, where
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Poorl
announced the construction of a $28 mil-
lion post office. Following that experi-
ence, I feel this piece of legislation is
certainly much needed to keep the rest of
our country apace with JoE PooL’s dis-
trict in Dallas.

Mr. Speaker, all of us are aware that
the Post Office Department is being inun-
dated with mail. The U.S. Post Office
Department handles more mail per an-
num than the rest of the world com-
bined—a total of over 80 billion pieces.

We know also, Mr. Speaker, that in or-
der to provide the American people with
the postal service they need and deserve,
we must modernize mail handling meth-
ods and equipment. This means devel-
oping fast automated mail distribution
factories capable of moving the moun-
tains of mail generated each day.
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But before the Post Office Department
can ereate modern mail handling cen-
ters, it is axiomatic that the space in
which to install the machinery must be
available. This is the importance of S.
1039 which we are considering today.

Most urban post offices were built in
the time of Jim Farley, and are outmoded
structures straddled over moribund rail
centers. They are inadequate. They do
not meet today’s needs, and they must be
replaced.

5. 1039 will extend the authority of the
Postmaster General to enter into leases
for special-purpose mail-handling facil-
ities for periods up to 30 years. This bill
will enable the Post Office Department’s
modernization program to continue and
accelerate.

Mr. Speaker, this is not new authority;
it is simply an extension of power the
Postmaster General has had for over 10
vears. And if the Department’s annual
requirements for over 7 million square
feet of space are to be met, it is clear
to me that S. 1039 must be passed today.

Before closing, Mr. Speaker, I wish to
bring to the attention of the Members
two issues involving S. 1039 which have
received slight notice in the debate today.

The first is the economy involved in
this bill. The Post Office Department has
permanent authority to enter into 20-
year leases. If this bill is not passed,
the Department will be forced to use only
its 20-year authority and this will cost
the taxpayers money. Let me illustrate.

The 30-year lease is used for large
postal facilities, where it is almost certain
that the need for high volume service
will confinue. In such cases, the Post
Office Department uses the 30-year lease
rather than the 20 because the rent is
cheaper. The reasonably new post of-
fice in Detroit, in my own Wayne County,
is an example. The Government pays
an annual rent of $1,370,743 under a 30-
year lease; the same structure con-
structed under a 20-year lease would
cost the Federal Government $1,518,500
a year, or an annual increase of 11 per-
cent.

Mr. Speaker, another important as-
pect of this bill which should be em-
phasized is the authority to condemn
land, which this bill will continue.

The fact that S. 1039 will continue
condemnation authority now contained
in 39 US.C. 2103 is very important to
the Post Office Department’s moderni-
zation program, because it frees the Post
Office Department from the threat of
speculation with land on which they
hope to lease a facility. And this con-
demnation authority applies to the 20-
year leases as well as the 30-year. With-
out the power of condemnation the De-
partment will not be able to acquire
much of the land it needs, or it will be
subjected to speculation-inflated costs.
This alone is reason enough to pass this
bill today.

As a member of the House Post Office
and Civil Service Committee and the
subcommittee which reported this bill,
I support and urge its passage today.
S. 1039 is identical with H.R. 8553.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. ScorT].

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
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support the bill which is being considered
by the House today. I would reiterate
that it does have the unanimous recom-
mendation of both the subcommittee and
the full committee.

However, there were some questions
that were raised in the subcommitiee
hearings that perhaps should be men-
tioned here today.

One of the questions was the length of
time the Post Office gives to the commit-
tees having congressional oversight so we
may consider the proposals of the Post
Office Department. There was some ques-
tion whether it should be 60 days rather
than the 30 days provided in the bill, We
were assured, however, by the majority
members of the committee that the Post
Office Department would give us as much
time as possible with a minimum of 30
days.

There was also some question as to
whether this bill should be extended for
a 5-year period rather than perhaps to
1970,

A question was raised as to whether
the Post Office Department should be do-
ing this leasing or whether it should be
done under the general authority of the
General Services Administration.

The bill was brought up after it had
been passed by the Senate Committee on
Public Works. We were somewhat under
the gun on this. However, the subcom-
mittee unanimously felt that the sug-
gestions that were made should not delay
the reporting of the bill to the House for
passage, and I urge the passage of this
bill.

However, Mr. Speaker, I did wish to
mention these reservations.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr, Speaker, I
was interested in this so-called legisla-
tive history which I heard discussed here
a moment ago. I am not on this subcom-
mittee, although I am on the full com-
mittee. I was on the subcommittee during
the last session when we passed this leg-
islation which was changed in the Sen-
ate, and that is the reason it is back here
today.

Mr. Speaker, I have had good relation-
ships with the Division of Facilities. They
are very cooperative. This bill certainly
ought to pass without any trouble what-
soever, but the matter of the legislative
history should not be left as it is at the
moment.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Forton], seems to indicate that if
they have a civie ecenter then they should
dictate to the Post Office Department
that the Post Office Department should
locate the post office at the civic center.

Mr. Speaker, this sugeestion is simply
unreasonable to me. The Post Office De-
partment has always been cooperative.
They will listen to the civic leaders, but
after all they have the responsibility to
determine in their own minds the best
location for a post office. Indeed, that is
their responsibility and their duty.

They have to make up their own minds
to determine where location of the post
office should be to best serve the public.
We eannot build post offices to take care
of civic centers and to bring or to attract
business into the civic center or the
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shopping center. We have to build post
offices where they will best serve the
people.

We have a new post office in my dis-
trict. It is one of the most modern in
the country. It is down in the railroad
area. That is where the mail comes in
and that is where the mail goes out. For
many years this post office was in the
downtown business district but with our
modern means of transportation that
have changed so much, that was an il-
logical place for it to be. It was an old
building. So now we have a new post of-
fice, but it is way down in the center of
our railroad area because that is where
they can most efficiently handle the mail
that is coming in and the mail that is
going out from my district which in-
cludes Omaha which is one of the major
mail centers in the country.

I do not want to have the so-called
legislative history previously mentioned
to stand unchallenged—that local leaders
shall dictate to the Post Office Depart-
ment where a post office should be. Again
I say they have been very cooperative.
They are going to listen to the local
leaders but they are going to make the
final choice and they are going to defer-
mine what location will best serve the
people that that post office is built to
serve.

I wonder if that would not be the
same view that the gentleman from New
Jersey and the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, and the gentleman from Texas
would hold?

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. DANIELS. I agree wholeheart-
edly with the view expressed here today.
Before the Department chooses a site we
have a new Department, which this Con-
gress created last year, which is known
as the Department of Research and Engi-
neering, which will go out and make an
investigation and find a place or at least
try to find a place which will best serve
the needs of the Post Office today. It is
necessary to do that today in building a
large facility and that is the reason we
are asking for this 30-year authority to
build a special purpose building.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from Nebraska asked me a question
and I want to say I agree with him
wholeheartedly and congratulate him
on the statement that he has made. I
would like the record to so show.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from New
York that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, 8. 1039.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill was

1.:& mét.lon to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill, HR. 8553, was
laid on the table.
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CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION OF
ADAM CLAYTON POWELL, JR.

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before
the House a communication which the
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Max 1, 1967.
The Honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Dear Sir: A certificate of election showing
the election of Apam CrayToN PowELL, JR., 85
a Representative-elect to the Ninetieth Con-
gress from the Eighteenth Congressional Dis-
trict of the State of New York, to fill the
vacancy occurring as a result of the adoption
of House Resolution 278, 90th Congress, first
session, 1s on file in this office.

In accordance with 2 U.8.C. 26 and rule III,
section 637, Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives, this matter is submitted.

Respectfully yours,
W. PaT JENNINGS,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. LENNON, Mr. Speaker, if I may
with your permission preface my par-
liamentary inquiry with a very brief
statement.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may
do so.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, I have
read with a great deal of interest, as I
am sure other Members have, the record
of the colloquy that took place between
you, Mr. Speaker, and the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Grossl and our dis-
tinguished majority leader and I would
like to read this concluding statement
of the distinguished Speaker:

I can say to the gentleman that from
the leadership's angle my present impres-
sion is that the next move is up to Mr.
Powell.

Mr. Speaker, my parliamentary in-
quiry is, Will the House of Representa-
tives have to take affirmative action in
view of the resolution that was passed by
the House on March 1 of this year with
regard to the possible admission to this
body of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Powelll?

The SPEAKER. When the Member
appears, if he is challenged, it will be
a matter for the House to decide and
for the House to express its will.

Mr. LENNON. The House member-
ship will be duly notified before such
consideration is given the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Powell1?

The SPEAKER. The Chair stated on
Friday last in the colloguy that took
place on that occasion that I can assure
the gentleman that the majority leader,
the minority leader, and myself have
been in constant touch with one an-
other, and we will do everything within
our power to see that the House is given
adequate notice, and if it is left within
the control of the leadership, the House
will be given notice.

Mr. LENNON. I thank the Speaker
for his interest in the integrity and repu-
tation of the House.

May 1, 1967

REMOVING PROMOTION RESTRIC-
TIONS ON WOMEN IN THE
ARMED FORCES, AND FOR OTH-
ER PURPOSES

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
5894) to amend titles 10, 32, and 37,
United States Code, to remove restric-
tions on the careers of female officers in
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5894

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title 10,
United States Code, is amended as follows:

(1) Section 123(a) is amended by striking
out “3391,”".

(2) Sectlon 510(c) is amended by striking
out “for service in the Army Reserve, Naval
Reserve, Air Force Reserve, Marine Corps
Reserve, and Coast Guard Reserve”

(3) Section 591(c) is amended by striking
out “as nurses or medical specialists”.

(4) Section 1006(e) is amended by striking
out “3847," and “'8847,".

(6) Sectlon 1164 is amended by striking
out “male"” in subsection (a), all of subsec-
tion (b), and “or (b)" in subsection (c).

(6) Chapter 63 is amended by repealing
section 1255, striking out the corresponding
item in the analysis, and by striking out
*1255 or” in section 1263(a).

{7) Section 1405 is amended by striking
out “6399(c) (2),".

(8) Chapter 307 is amended by—

5 (A) amending sectlon 3069 to read as fol-
OWS:

“§ 3069. Army Nurse Corps: composition;
Chief and assistant chief; appoint-
ment

“(a) The Army Nurse Corps consists of
the Chief and assistant chief of that corps
and other officers in grades prescribed by the
Secretary of the Army.

“(b) The Secretary of the Army shall ap-
point the Chief from the officers of the Reg-
ular Army in that corps whose regular grade
is above major and who are recommended by
the Surgeon General., The Chief serves dur-
ing the pleasure of the Secretary, but not for
more than four years, and may not be re-
appointed.

“(c) The Surgeon General shall appoint
the assistant chief from the officers of the
Regular Army in that corps whose regular
grade is above major. The assistant chief
serves during the pleasure of the Surgeon
General, but not for more than four years
and may not be reappointed to the same
position.”;

(B) amending the text of sectlon 3070 to
read as follows:

“(a) The Army Medical Speclallst Corps
consists of the Chief and assistant chiefs of
that corps, other officers in grades prescribed
by the Secretary of the Army, and the follow-
ing sections—

“(1) the Dietitian Section;

“{2) the Physlcal Therapist Section; and

*“(3) the Occupational Therapist Sectlion.

“{b) The Becretary of the Army shall ap-
point the Chief from the officers of the Reg-
ular Army in that corps whose regular grade
is above captain and who are recominended
by the Surgeon General. The Chief serves
during the pleasure of the Secretary, but not
for more than four years, and may not be
reappointed.

“(c) The Surgeon General shall appoint
three assistant chiefs from officers of the
Regular Army in that corps whose regular
grade is above captain. Each assistant chief
is the chief of a section of that corps. An
assistant chief serves during the pleasure of

the Surgeon General, but not for more than
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four years, and may not be reappointed to the
same position.”;

(C) amending the text of section 3071 to
read as follows:

“(a) The Women's Army Corps consists of
the Director and Deputy Director, other offi-
cers in grades prescribed by the Secretary of
the Army, and enlisted members.

“(b) The Secretary of the Army shall ap-
point the Director from the officers of the
Regular Army in that corps whose regular
grade is above major. The Director is the
adviser to the Secretary on Women's Army
Corps matters and serves during his pleasure,
but normally not for more than four years.

“(c) The Secretary of the Army shall ap-
point the Deputy Director from thec officers
of the Regular Army in that corps whose reg-
ular grade is above major. She serves during
the pleasure of the Secretary, but normally
not for more than four years.

“(d) The Secretary of the Army shall des-
ignate the positions that he finds necessary
for the training and administration of the
Women's Army Corps. He shall fill those
positions from officers of that corps who are
on active duty and whose Regular or Reserve
grade is above captain. An officer holding
such a position serves during the pleasure of
the Secretary.”; and

(D) amending the item in the analysis
relating to section 3069 to read as follows:

“3069. Army Nurse Corps: composition; chief
and assistant chief; appointment.”

(9) Chapter 331 is amended by—

(A) striking out the designation “(a)” in
the first sentence of section 3206, and the
words “2,600." and adding the words “such
numbers as may be prescribed by the Sec-
retary.”;

(B) striking out section 3206(b);

(C) striking out the designation “(a)" In
the first sentence of section 3207, and the
words *“350.” and adding the words “such
numbers as may be prescribed by the Secre-
wy_a’:

(D) striking out section 3207(b);

(E) striking out the second sentence of
section 3209(b);

(F) striking out column 2 and footnote 3
of the table in section 3211(b) and redesig-
nating column 3 as “Column 2";

(G) striking out "“3304,” in section 3212;
and

(H) striking out the second sentence of
sections 3215(a) and 3215(b);

(10) Chapter 335 is amended by—

(A) striking out “Except for officers of the
Army Nurse Corps and the Army Medical
Specialist Corps, vacancies” in section 3208
(b) and inserting in place thereof “Vacan-
cles":

(B) amending section 3299 by striking out
*, except as provided in subsections (f) and
{(g),” in subsection (&), the last sentence of
subsection (c), subsections (f) and (g), and
the last sentence of subsection (h);

(C) repealing section 3304 and striking
out the corresponding item in the analysis;

(D) striking out the last sentence of sec-
tion 3305(a); and

(E) striking out “other than officers in
Army Nurse Corps and Army Medical Special-
ists Corps” in the catchline of section 3305
and in the corresponding item in the analy-
sls.

(11) Chapter 337 is amended by—

(A) striking out subsection (g) in section
3366;
saén) striking out subsection (d) in section

T

(C) striking out the dash and clauses (1)-
(3) in section 3370(a) and inserting in place
thereof “colonel,”;

(D) striking out “fleld grade in certain
cases” In the catchline of section 3370 and
in the corresponding item in the analysis
and inserting in place thereof in each case
“‘grade of colonel to fill vacancies’;

(E) striking out “in a reserve grade below
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colonel is one that” in the second sentence
of section 3383(b); and

(F) repealing section 3391 and striking
out the corresponding item in the analysis.

- (12) Chapter 362 is amended by—

(A) repealing section 3847 and striking out
the corresponding item in the analysis; and

(B) striking out “except as provided in
section 3847 of this title,” and “, and each
officer in the reserve grade of major who is
assigned to the Army Nurse Corps, Army
Medical Speclalist Corps, or the Women’s
Army Corps, who has been recommended for
promotion to the reserve grade of lieutenant
colonel who is not a member of the Retired
Reserve, and who has remained in an active
status since that recommendation,” in sec-
tion 3848(a).

(13) Chapter 367 iz amended by repealing
section 3915 and striking out the correspond-
ing item in the analysis.

(14) Chapter 513 is amended by—

(A) striking out the last two sentences of
section 5140(a) and inserting in place there-
of the following: “An officer of the Navy,
while serving as Director of the Nurse Corps,
has the rank of captain unless otherwise
entitled to a higher rank or grade. An ap-
pointment as Director does not disturb an
officer's permanent status as a commissioned
officer in the Nurse Corps.”;

(B) amending the second sentence of sec-
tion 5143(a) to read as follows: “While so
serving, she has the rank of captain in the
Navy unless otherwise entitled to a higher
rank or grade.”; and

(C) striking out subsections (b), (e), (e),
and (f) in section 5143.

(15) Section 5206 is amended by—

(A) amending the second sentence of sub-
sectlon (a) to read as follows: “While so
serving, she has the rank of colonel unless
otherwise entitled to a higher rank or grade.”;
and

(B) striking out subsections (b), (¢), (e),
and ().

(16) Chapter 531 is amended by repealing
sections 5410 and 5411 and striking out the
corresponding items in the analysis.

(17) Chapter 533 is amended by—

(A) striking out subsection (b) in section
5444

(B) amending section 5444(c) to read as
follows:

“{c) The Secretary of the Navy, whenever
the needs of the service require but at least
once annually, shall compute the number of
rear admirals authorized under this section
for each corps. The numbers so computed
are the numbers of officers serving on active
duty prescribed for the grade of rear admiral
in the corps concerned. However, if the
Secretary determines at the time of making
any computation under this section that the
number of officers required to meet the needs
of the service in the grade of rear admiral
in any of these corps is less than the pre-
scribed number as computed, the lesser num-
ber becomes the prescribed number for the
grade of rear admirals in the corps con-
cerned.";

.(C) striking out subsection (¢) in section
5449;

(D) striking out the second sentence of
section 5449(d);

(E) amending section 5452 to read as fol-
lows:

“§ 5452. Navy: women line officers on active
duty; Marine Corps: women offi-
cers on active duty

“The Secretary of the Navy shall prescribe
the number of women officers serving on ac-
tive duty in the line of the Navy who may
hold appointments in each grade above
lieutenant (junior grade) and the number
of women officers serving on active duty in
the Marine Corps who may hold appoint-
ments in each grade above first lieutenant.”;

(F) repealing section 5453 and striking out
the corresponding item in the analysis;
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(G) striking out “or 5453" In section 5456
and inserting in place thereof “or 5452"; and
(H) amending the item in the analysis
relating to section 5452 to read as follows:
“5452. Navy: women line officers on active
duty; Marine Corps: women officers
on active duty.”

(18) Chapter 543 is amended by—

(A) amending clause (1) of section 5702
(a) to read as follows:

“(1) A board for each corps, other than
the Medical Service Corps, to recommend
captains in each corps and commanders in
the Nurse Corps for continuation on the
active list or to recommend captains in each
corps, other than the Medical SBervice Corps
and the Nurse Corps, for promotion to the
grade of rear admiral, each consisting of
not less than three or more than nine officers
serving in the grade of rear admiral or
above.”;

(B) striking out “and the Nurse Corps”
in section 5702(a) (2);

(C) striking out “captain” in section 5702
(a) (2) and inserting in place thereof “com-
mander”;

(D) striking out *“and a board for the
Nurse Corps to recommend captains and com=~
manders for continuation on the active list,
each” in section 5702(a) (3);

(E) striking out clauses (5) and (6) in
section 5702(a);

(F) amending the first sentence of section
5702(b) to read as follows: “Each board
convened under this section to consider of-
ficers in the Medical Corps, the Supply Corps,
the Chaplain Corps, the Civil Engineer
Corps, the Dental Corps, or the Nurse Corps
shall consist of officers in the corps con-
cerned, and each board convened under this
section to consider officers in the Medical
Service Corps shall consist of officers in the
corps indicated in subsection (a).”;

(G) adding the following at the end of
sectlion 65T702(c): “However, in the case of
boards considering officers in the Nurse
Corps, the Secretary may complete the mini~
mum required membership by appointing as
members of the board officers on the active
list of the Navy in the Medical Corps serving
in the prescribed grades.”;

(H) striking out the last sentence in sec-
tion 5702(e);

(I) amending the first sentence of section
5704(a) to read as follows: “At least once
each year and at such time as he directs, the
Secretary of the Navy shall convene selec-
tion boards to recommend women officers in
the line of the Navy for promotion to the
grades of captain, commander, lieutenant
commander, and lieutenant.”;

(J) amending the first sentence of section
5704(b) to read as follows: “The Secretary
shall convene selection boards, for each staff
corps in which there are women officers ap-
pointed under section 65590 in this title, to
recommend women officers for promotion to
the grades of captain, commander, lieutenant
commander, and lieutenant.”;

(E) amending the first sentence of section
5704(c) to read as follows: "At least once
each year and at such times as he directs, the
Secretary shall convene selection boards to
recommend women officers in the Marine
Corps for promotion to the grades of colonel,
lleutenant colonel, major, and captain.”;

(L) inserting “captain (Navy),” before
“commander” and ‘“colonel,” before “lieu-
tenant colonel” in section 5707(a) (4); and

(M) striking out clause (1) in section
5711(c).

(19) Chapter 545 is amended by—

(A) striking out “Regular” in the catch-
line of section 6762 and in the corresponding
item of the analysis;

(B) striking out “on the active list"
wherever those words appear in section
5752(a);

(C) renumbering clauses (1), (2), and (3)
in section 57562(a) as clauses “(2)”, “(3)"
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and “(4)", respectively, and Inserting the fol-
lowing new clause:

“{1) Four years in the grade of com-
mander in the an or lieutenant colonel in
the Marine

(D) ucﬁon 65753 by striking
out “subsections (b) and (¢)” in subsection
(a) and inserting in place thereof “subsec-
tion (b)" and by striking out subsection
(c);

(E) amending the first sentence of sec-
tion 5760(a) to read as follows: “The Sec-
retary of the Navy shall furnish the ap-
propriate selection board convened under
chapter 543 of this title with the number of
women officers in the line of the Navy that
may be recommended for promotion to the
grade of captaln, commander, or lieutenant
commander or the number of women offi-
cers of the Marine Corps that may be recom-
mended for promotion to the grade of colo-
nel, lieutenant colonel, or major.”;

(F) striking out "on the active list”
wherever those words appear in section
5760(b);

(G) striking out “or the Medical Service
Corps” in section 5762(a) and inserting in
place thereof “the Medical Service Corps,
or the Nurse Corps";

(H) striking out subsectlon (e) in sec-
tion 5762;

(I) amending the first two sentences of

section 5763 to read as follows: “The Secre-:

tary of the Navy shall furnish the appropri-
ate selection hoard convened under chapter
543 of this title with the number of women
officers of the Navy in a stafl corps, other
than officers of the Nurse Corps and women
officers appointed under section 5674, 5578,
5579, or 655681 of this title, that may be recom-
mended for promotion to the grade of cap-
taln, commander, or lieutenant commander,
This number is the product of—

“(1) the number of such women stafl
corps officers in the promotion zone for the
grade and corps concerned; and

“(2) a fraction, of which the numerator
is the number of women line officers who
are placed on the promotion list pursuant
the report of the comparable board for
@ selection of women line officers convened
in the same flscal year, and the denomina-
tor is the number of women line officers in
promotion zone considered by that

(J) amending the catchlines of sections
5764 and 57656 and the corresponding items
in the analysis by striking out in
case ‘‘male";

(K) adding the following new subsection
in section 5764:

*“{d) The Secretary shall establish a pro-
motion zone in each grade for women officers
in the line of the Navy in the manner pre-
scribed in this section for the establishment
of promotion zones for male line officers.”;

(L) adding the following new subsection
in section 57656:

“(d) The Secretary shall establish a pro-
motion zone in each grade for women officers
of the Marine Corps in the manner pre-
scribed in this section for the establishment
of promotion zones for male officers.”;

(M) amending section 5766(a) by striking
out “, other than women officers appointed
under section 5690 of this title,” and insert-
ing before the period at the end “or for
women line officers, as the case may be";

(N) adding the following new subsection
in section 5767:

“{c) Whenever the Secretary determines
that there is a position of sufficient impor-
tance and responsibility to require an in-
cumbent in the grade of rear admiral or
brigadier general, and that there is a woman
officer of the Navy or the Marine Corps who
is best qualified to perform the duties of
the position, he may designate that women
officer to hold that position. A woman offi-
cer so designated may be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, to the grade of rear ad-
miral or brigadier general. Such an appoint-

§
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ment is effectlve on the date the officer re-
ports for the designated duty and terminates
on the date she 1s detached.”;

(O) striking out * o in the catch-
line of sectlion 5771 and in the corresponding
item of the analysis;

(P) amending section 5771 by striking out
“on the active list” wherever those words ap-
pear in subsections (a) and (c¢) and amend-
ing subsection (b) to read as follows:

*“{b) Women officers in the line of the Navy
and women officers of the Marine Corps who
are on a promotion list for any grade above
lleutenant (junior grade) in the Navy or
first lieutenant in the Marine Corps are, in
the order in which their names appear,
eligible for promotion to the grade concerned
as vacancies occur in that grade.”;

(Q) striking out “, other than women of-
ficers appointed under section 5580 of this
title,” in section 5773 (a);

(R) striking out “Except as provided in
subsection (c), each" in section 5773(b) and
inserting in place thereof “Each”;

(8) striking out subsection (¢) in section
5773;

(T) repealing section 5774 and striking out
the corresponding item in the analysis;

(U) striking out “a male"” wherever those
words appear in secﬂon 5776(a) and inserting
in place thereof *

(V) striking out "subjact to subsections
(d) and (e), an” in section 65776(c) and in-
serting in place thereof “An';

(W) striking out subsections (d) and (e)
in section 5776;

(X) striking out “appointed under section
5500 in section 5778 and inserting in place
thereof “selected by boards convened under
sectlon 5704";

(Y) striking out subsection (d) in section
5782; and

(Z) striking out clause (1) in section
5786(a). (20) chapter 549 is amended by—

(A) adding the following new subsection
in section 5891:

“(g) For the p of this section, a
woman officer who is eligible for consid-
eration for promotion by a selection board
convened under chapter 543 of this title
shall be considered to be on a lineal list.';

(B) striking out “commander or lieutenant
commander” and *“lieutenant colonel or
major” in section 5896(a) (7) and inserting
in place thereof *captain, commander, or
lleutenant commander” and “colonel, lieu-
tenant colonel, or major”, respectively;

(C) amending subsections (¢) and (d) of
section 5889 to read as follows:

“({c) A woman officer of the Naval Reserve,
other than an officer in the Nurse Corps or
an officer appointed under sectlon 5681 of
this title, is in the promotion zone and is
eligible for consideration for promotion to
the next higher grade by a selection board
convened under this chapter when any wom-
an officer of the Naval Reserve who is junior
to her is in or above the promotion gzone
established for her grade under section 5764
of this title or when her running mate is in
or above that zone.

“(d) A woman officer of the Marine Corps
Reserve is in the promotion zone and is
eligible for consideration for promotion to
the next higher grade by a selection board
convened under this chapter when any
woman officer of the Marine Corps Reserve
who is junior to her is in or above the promo-
tion zone established for her grade under
section 5766 of this title or when her run-
ning mate is in or above that zone.”; and

(D) amending the text of section 5908 to
read as follows:

“(a) An officer of the Naval Reserve or the
Marine Corps Reserve is considered as having
falled of selection for promotion if—

*{1) he is in a promotion zone established
under this chapter;

“*(2) his name is furnished to the appro-
priate selection board; and

“(3) he is not selected for promotion.

*(b) An officer of the Naval Reserve or the
Marine Corps Reserve whose name is with-
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held by the Secretary of the Navy, under sec-
tion 5899(g) of this title, from consideration
by two selection boards for promotion to the
same higher grade is considered as having
twice falled of selection for promotion to
that grade.”

(21) Section 5945 is amended by siriking
out the second sentence.

(22) Chapter 555 is amended by repealing
section 6030 and striking out the corre-
sponding item in the analysis.

(23) Chapter 571 is amended by—

(A) amending section 6324 to
follows:

““§ 6324, Officers: creditable service

“For the purpose of this chapter, service
as a nurse in the armed forces before April
16, 1947, is considered as commissioned serv-
ice.”; and

(B) amending the item in the analysis re-
lating to section 6324 to read as follows:
“6324. Officers: creditable service.”

(24) Chapter 573 is amended by—

(A) amending section 6376 by inserting
“(a)" at the beginning and a.cldlng the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“{b) This section does not apply to
women officers appointed under section 5590
of this title.”;

(B) amending the catchline of section
6377 and the omaspondmg item in the anal-
ysl.s by striking out in each case "“or for

(C} amending section 6377 by striking
out “except the Nurse Corps” in subsection
(b), striking out subsection (c), and
amending subsection (d) to read as follows:

“(d) If not on a promotion list and if not
continued on the active list under section
6378 of this title, each officer serving in the
grade of commander on the active list of the
Navy in the Nurse Corps shall be retired on
June 30 of the fiscal year in which the offi-
cer is considered as having twice falled of
selection for promotion to the grade of cap-
tain and has completed at least twenty-six
years of active commissioned service as com-
puted under section 6388 of this title.,”;

(D) inserting “women officers appointed
under section 5590 of this title or” in section
6379 (b) after “apply to";

(E) amending section 6396 to read as
follows:

“§ 6396. Regular Navy; officers in Nurse Corps
in grades bhelow commander: re-
tirement or discharge

“(a) An officer on the active list of the
Navy serving in the grade of lieutenant com-
mander in the Nurse Corps shall, subject to
the provisions of section 6777 of this title,
be retired on June 30 of the fiscal year in
which the officer

“(1) is not on a promotion list;

“(2) is considered as having twice failed
of selection for promotion to the grade of
commander; and

“(3) has completed at least twenty years
of active commissioned service as computed
under section 6388 of this title.

“(b) An officer retired under this section
shall be retired—

“(1) in the highest grade satisfactorily
held by her on active duty as determined by
the Becretary, but not lower than her perma-
nent grade; and

“(2) with retired pay at the rate of 214
per centum of the basic pay of the grade in
which retired multiplied by the number of
years of service that may be credited to her
under section 1405 of this title, but the re-
tired pay may not be more than 756 per
centum or less than 50 per centum of the
basic pay upon which the computation of
retired pay is based.

“(e) An officer on the active list of the
Navy serving in the grade of lleutenant in
the Nurse Corps shall be honorably dis-
charged on June 30 of the fiscal year in
which the officer

“(1) is not on a promotion list; and

“(2) has completed thirteen years of ac-

read as
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tive commissioned service as computed under
section 6388 of this title.

However, if she so requests she may be hon-
orably discharged at any time during that
fiscal year.

“{d) An officer on the active list of the
Navy serving in the grade of lieutenant
(junior grade) in the Nurse Corps shall be
honorably discharged on June 30 of the fiscal
year in which the officer—

“(1) is not on a promotion list; and

““(2) has completed seven years of active
commissioned service as computed under sec-
tion 6388 of this title.

However, if she so requests, she may be hon-
orably discharged at any time during that
fiscal year.

“(e) Each officer discharged under this sec-
tion is entitled to a lump-sum payment equal
to two months’ basic pay at the time of dis-
charge multiplied by the number of years
of active commissioned service as computed
under section 6388 of this title, but the pay-
ment may not be more than two years' basic
pay or more than $15,000.";

(F) amending section 6398 to read as fol-
lows:

“§ 6398. Regular Navy; women captains and
commanders; Regular Marine
Corps, women colonels and lieu-
tenant colonels: retirement for
length of service; retired grade
and pay

“{a) Each woman officer on the active list
of the Navy, appointed under section 5500 of
this title, who holds a permanent appoint-
ment in the grade of captain and each woman
officer on the active list of the Marine Corps
who holds a permanent appointment in the
grade of colonel shall be retired by the Presi-
dent on the first day of the month following
the month in which she completes thirty
years of active commissioned service in the
Navy or the Marine Corps.

“(b) Each woman officer on the active list
of the Navy, appointed under section 5590
of this title, who holds a permanent appoint.
ment in the grade of commander and is not
on a promotion list for a higher permanent
grade and each woman officer on the active
list of the Marine Corps who holds a perma-
nent appointment in the grade of lieutenant
colonel and is not on a promotion list for a
higher permanent grade shall be retired by
the President on the first day of the month
following the month in which she completes
twenty-six years of active commissioned
service in the Navy or the Marine Corps.

“(c) Each officer retired under this sec-
tion—

“(1) unless otherwise entitled to a higher
grade shall be retired in the permanent grade
held by her at the time of retirement; and

“(2) is entitled to retired pay at the rate
of 215, per centum of the basic pay of the
grade in which retired multiplied by the
number of years of service that may be
credited to her under section 1405 of this
title, but the retired pay may not be more
than 75 per centum or less than 50 per cen-
tum of the basic pay upon which the com-
putation of retired pay is based.”;

(G) repealing sectlon 6399 and striking
out the corresponding item in the analysis;
and

(H) amending the items in the analysis
relating to sections 6396 and 6398 to read
as follows:

“6396. Regular Navy; officers in Nurse Corps

in grades below commander: retire-

ment or discharge.
* *

“6398. Regular Navy; women captains and
commanders; Regular Marine Corps;
women colonels and lieutenant colo-
nels: retirement for length of serv-
ice; retired grade and pay.”

(25) Chapter 807 is amended by repealing
section 8071 and striking out the correspond-
ing item in the analysis.
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(26) Chapter 831 is amended by—

(A) striking out subsection (b) in sec-
tion 8206;

(B) striking out subsection (b) in sec-
tion 8207;

(c) striking out all of section 8208 after
the first sentence;

(D) striking out "“Except for Air Force
nurses and medical specialists, the” in sec-
tion 8209 and inserting in place thereof
"The”;

(E) striking out all of section 8215 after
the first sentence; and

(F) amending the catchline for section
8215 and the corresponding item In the
analysis by striking out in each case “; fe-
male enlisted members on active duty”.

(27) Chapter 835 is amended by—

(A) amending section 8289 by striking
out “, except as provided in subsection (f)
or (g),” wherever those words appear in sub-
section (a) and striking out the last sen-
tence of subsection (c), subsections (f) and
(g), and the last sentence of subsection (h);

(B) striking out subsection (d) in section
8300;

(C) striking out subsection (b) in section

(D) striking out subsection (f) in section
8303; and

(E) striking out subsections (g) and (h)
in section B305.

(28) Chapter 837 is amended by—

(A) striking out subsection (f) in section
8366;

(B) inserting a perlod after “major” in
clause (2) of section 8368(a) and striking
out the remainder of that clause; and

(C) repealing section 8370 and striking
out the corresponding item in the analysis.

(29) Chapter 841 is amended by—

(A) striking out subsection (b) in section

Ma

(B) amending the catchline of sectlon
8504 and the corresponding item in the
analysis by striking out in each case “:
limitations; grade”.

(30) Chapter 845 is amended by repeal=-
ing section B580 and striking out the cor-
responding item in the analysis.

(31) Chapter 863 is amended by—

(A) repealing section 8847 and striking
out the corresponding item in the analysis;
and

(B) striking out “, except an officer cov-
ered by section 8847 of this title,” in section
8848(a).

(32) Chapter 867 is amended by—

(A) amending section 8915 to read as fol-
lows:

*“§ B915. Twenty-eight years: deferred retire-
ment of nurses and medical spe-
cialists in regular grade of major

“The SBecretary of the Air Force may defer
the retirement of any Air Force nurse or
medical specialist in the regular grade of
major until the thirtieth day after the officer
completes twenty-eight years of service com-
puted under section 8927(a) of this title.”;

(B) amending section 8916 (b) to read as
follows:

“(b) The Secretary of the Air Force may
defer the retirement under this section of
any promotion list officer in the regular
grade of lieutenant colonel who is a medical,
dental, veterinary, or medical service officer,
a medical specialist, or a chaplain, but not
later than the date on which he becomes
slxty years of age.”; and

(C) amending the item in the analysis re-
lating to section 8915 to read as follows:
“8915. Twenty-eight years: deferred retire-

ment of nurses and medical spe-
cialists in regular grade of major.”

Sec. 2, Title 32, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 305 is amended by—

(A) striking out “Except as provided in
subsection (b), only male persons selected
from the” and inserting in place thereof
"“The” in subsection (a);
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(B) striking out the first sentence of sub-
section (b); and

(C) striking out “However, to" and
“woman” in the second sentence of subsec-
tion (b) and inserting in place thereof “To"
and “‘person”, res vely.

(2) Bection 313(b) is amended by insert-
ing "and” after the semicolon in clause (1),
striking out ““; and” at the end of clause (2)
and inserting a period in place thereof, and
striking out clause (3).

Sec. 8. Title 37, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 202 is amended by adding the
following new subsection at the end thereof:

“(k) While serving under an appointment
under section 5767(c) of title 10, a woman
officer of the Navy is entitled to the pay of a
rear admiral of the lower half.”

(2) Section 904 is amended—

(A) by striking out “5774" in subsections
(a), (b), and (d) and inserting "5773" in
place thereof;

(B) by amending clauses (5) and (10) of
subsection (a) to read as follows:

*{5) women line officers of the Navy;

L] Ld

- - -
“(10) women officers of the Marine
Corps;”;
(C) by striking out subsections (c) and
(e); and

(D) by striking out “Except as provided
by subsection (e) of this section, a” in sub-
section (d) and inserting in place thereof
“A!l‘

Sec. 4. (a) For five years following the
effective date of this Act, the Secretary of
the Army may suspend the operation of any
provision of law pertaining to the mandatory
retirement, discharge, separation, or trans-
fer from an active status of an officer of the
Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist
Corps, or Women's Army Corps.

(b) The amendments made by this Act to
section 6396 of title 10, United States Code,
do not become effective with respect to offi-
cers of the Regular Navy in the Nurse Corps
serving in the grade of lieutenant com-
mander until June 30 of the second fiscal
year following the fiscal year in which this
Act is approved.

(c) Notwithstanding section 6396 of title
10, United States Code, as amended by this
Act, an officer of the Regular Navy in the
Nurse Corps who is serving in the grade of
lieutenant (junior grade) on the effective
date of this Act may not be discharged under
that section until June 30 of the second
fiscal year following the fiscal year in which
this Act is approved.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, an officer of the Regular Navy in the
Nurse Corps who is serving in the grade of
lieutenant on the effective date of this Act
and who on that date has completed more
than thirteen years of active commissioned
service may not be involuntarily discharged
under section 6396 of title 10, United States
Code, as amended by this Act but shall, un-
less sooner selected for promotion to the
grade of lieutenant commander, be retired
on June 30 of the fiscal year in which she
completes at least twenty years of active
commissioned service. Each officer retired
under this subsection shall be retired with
the retired grade and pay prescribed in sec-
tion 6396(c) of title 10, United States Code,
as it existed before the enactment of this
Act.

(e) For five years following the effective
date of this Act, the Secretary of the Air
Force may suspend the operation of any
provision of law pertaining to the mandatory
retirement, discharge, separation, or trans-
fer from an active status of an Air Force
female officer, except an officer designated
under section 8067, title 10, United States
Code, to perform professional functions other
than as an Air Force nurse or as an Ailr
Force medical specialist,

(f) Until July 1, 1972, when the needs of
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the service require, the Secretary of the
Army, the Secretary of the Navy, or the Sec-
retary of the Air Force may convene annu-
ally boards of officers to consider officers of
the Army Nurse Corps, officers of the Navy
Nurse Corps, or Air Force nurses, respec-
tively, who otherwise would be required to
be retired or separated under this Act within
the calendar or fiscal year in which the
board is convened. Upon the recommenda-
tion of such a board, the Secretary con-
cerned may defer the separation or retire-
ment of such an officer for a term of not
more than five years, unless recommended
for further deferment by a subsequent board
of officers, and in any case not beyond the
month following her attaining age sixty or
July 1, 1976, whichever may be earlier. Offi-
cers whose separation or retirement is so de-
ferred shall be additional to the numbers
of officers authorized by sections 3202, 3211,
8202, and 8211, title 10, United States Code.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. GUBSER, Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized for 20 min-

utes.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
very proud, in behalf of our great House
Committee on Armed Services, to present
this bill, HR. 5394, to the House.

It constitutes a noteworthy landmark
in the history of military, personnel leg-
islation, since for the first time, it affords
to women officers in our Armed Forces
the opportunity that they have sought
and deserved for a long time to rid them-
selves of onerous, inequitable restrictions
on their careers.

For the first time, this bill would per-
mit them, by virtue of demonstrated abil-
ity, superlative character traits, attri-
butes of leadership, and faithful, devoted,
wereditable service, fo make their way la-
sboriously up through the ranks of our
military forces until they reach the top.

In the sense that restrictions have pre-
vented this result in the past for many
worthy, outstanding officers, this bill has
been long delayed.

As in civilian life, and indeed in all
walks of life, women in the armed serv-
ices have made truly significant, glorious
contributions in adding to the strength,
the morale, and the efficiency of our mili-
tary defense organizations, of which
they are such an important part.

Not only in terms of intellectuality,
alert mentality, rare, personal qualifica-
tions, fidelity to duty, and purposeful,
total adaptation to the tasks at hand
have women left a deep impress upon our
armed services.

Their presence, their eagerness to give
of their maximum talents, training, and
fitness have brought beneficial results to
the armed services in terms of creative
zeal, ready response to the stern dis-
ciplines involved, and real accomplish-
‘ment of most exacting duties.

Women have also brought a fine, per-
ceptive graciousness, courtesy, good man-
ners, and consideration for others that
have left a deep mark on the entire,
overall organization of our military serv-
ices, wherever they serve.

Our committee feels indebted to those
who assisted us in our deliberations.
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Even though there was never much doubt
that we would reach the very favorable
results attained by this bill, I think it is
appropriate that I should make it of-
ficially and publicly known to the House,
that officials of the Department of De-
fense, high ranking officers of the various
services, and particularly women leaders
of the services and their staffs and their
organizations, have gone all out in assist-
ing our committee to try to shape up a
satisfactory measure to signalize the
emergence of women to fuller oppor-
tunities and a far more meaningful, well-
rounded role in our armed services.

I am most grateful also, not only to
members of our committee, but to Mem-
bers of the House, for their indulgence,
generous, prompt consideration and un-
faltering support of this meritorious bill.

Last year, though the House passed the
bill, it was late in the session, and there
was hardly time for its enactment in the
other body.

Since we are enacting the bill this year
relatively early in the session, the other
body should have ample opportunity
now, and I trust that the results will be
salutary, speedily arrived at and favor-
able to the cause of all women in our
armed services, who are so worthy of our
attention, consideration, and efforts to
elevate their status, and provide them
with opportunities commensurate with
their skills, abilities, and enduring con-
tributions.

I trust that our very able distinguished
friend from the great State of Georgia,
Senator Ricearp B. RuUsseLL, chairman
of the Armed Services Committee of the
other body, one of the truly great na-
tional leaders of our times, and his out-
standing committee, will give this meas-
ure early attention, to the end that the
aims of military women for total recogni-
tion within their high mandate may be
fulfilled.

I sincerely hope and vigorously urge
that early favorable action be taken by
the entire Congress in this vital matter
and that the bill be enacted and written
into law at the earliest possible time.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5894 will remove the
arbitrary restrictions presently in law
which limit the promotion opportunities
and career tenure of women officers. As
a result of the removal of these restric-
tions, women officers will be subject to
the same laws applicable to male officers.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 5894 is the same
legislation that was passed by the House
on October 7, 1966, as H.R. 16000. It
received no action in the other body and
was resubmitted by the Department of
Defense again this year.

This is not a promotion bill. It does
not guarantee anyone a promotion. The
committee received firm assurance from
the Department of Defense that the bill
would not be used as an excuse for up-
grading positions held by women officers.
The bill's only purpose is to provide
equality of treatment for women in rec-
ognizing merit and performance.

The bill makes women officers eligible
for the first time for flag and general
officer rank. There is no guarantee a
woman will be given such rank but if
found most qualified for a specific star
billet, she will be eligible for selection.
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The bill contemplates that a woman pro-
moted to flag rank would be advanced
to fill a specific billet and would hold the
rank only while filling that billet—in
other words, what is known in the mili-
tary as a spot promotion.

In reporting this legislation in the 89th
Congress, our committee added one sub-
stantive amendment to prevent the
forced attrition of military nurses. We
did this because the present national
shortage and the added requirements of
the Vietnam involvement have made it
difficult for the services to secure an ade-
quate number of nurses. In submitting
the bill again this year, the Department
of Defense included this committee
amendment of last year and it is part of
the present bill.

Mr. Speaker, the women in the armed
services have proved that they can make
a lasting significant contribution to the
Armed Forces. They have proven they
deserve equality of opportunity. In his
recent message to the Congress, the
President noted that the Department of
Defense intended to increase the use of
women in the military service. The De-
partment presently has plans to increase
the number of women in the line compo-
nents of the Armed Forces by 6,500 in-
cluding 600 additional officers. The
number of nurses in the Armed Forces
has increased more than 2,000 in the last
year.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to
approve this bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row morning the House Committee on
Armed Services will begin its hearings on
the renewal of the selective service law.
I believe it should be pointed out at this
time that it is a foregone conclusion by
all knowledgeable persons that a con-
tinuation of selective service is necessary
to the national security. Under that sys-
tem we shall be taking young men out of
civilian life and telling them that in the
best interests of this country and the
national security they must assume s
military life. So it stands to reason that
the greater the extent of civilian con-
tribution to the military, the smaller the
number that will have to be drafted.

It has been proven in recent years that
many of the functions of the military
cannot only be performed as well by
members of the fair sex, but in many in-
stances better. So it is a safe prediction
that in the future women will be making
ever-inereasing contributions to the mili-
tary services. If they are to do so, then
it follows that there must be an increase
in the number of women officers.

This bill is a realistic approach to the
more important role to be played by
women in the armed services, For that
reason, Mr, Speaker, I rise in support of
the pending legislation.

This is the second time this legislation
has been brought before the House by
our committee.

The bill was approved by the House
last October. It is a legislative proposal
of the Department of Defense. It has
the support of numerous military orga-
nizations. I know of no oppesition to it.

Since World War II, women officers in
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all our Armed Forces have proven their
ability to make a meaningful, long-term
contribution to the services, but they
continue to be restricted by arbitrary
limits placed in the law 20 years ago. We
had examples presented to our commit-
tee where women officers holding billets
normally assigned to a male colonel
could only be given the rank of lieu-
tenant colonel because of the restrictions
in the law. While this bill takes the re-
strictions off promotions for women of-
ficers, it does not automatically give any-
body an advancement. There will not be
any widespread upgrading of positions
held by women. They will compete for
promotions in the normal way that male
officers do and will only be promoted to
those positions for which they are
qualified.

I would like to emphasize something
pointed out by the committee in its
report:

The Committee on Armed Services is aware
that there cannot be complete equality be-
tween men and women in the matter of mili-
tary careers. The stern demands of combat,
sea duty, and other types of assignments di-
rectly related to combat are not placed upon
women in our soclety. The Defense De-
partment assured the Committee that there
would be no attempt to remove restrictions
on the kind of military duties women will be
expected to perform. Within the framework
of this understanding, the Committee be-
lieves that women officers should be given
equality of promotion opportunity consistent
with the needs of the service.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, the bill has
widespread support. It provides de-
served equality of treatment for women
officers and it is not in any sense a pro-
motion give-away bill.

I urge the House to support this legis-
lation.

Mr. RIVERS. I would like to voice
my wholehearted support of this legisla-
tion which removes the arbitrary restric-
tions placed on women officers. This
legislation is past due. The women
careerists in the Armed Forces are pro-
fessionals who have proven they can do
many jobs equally as well as men. Our
nurses are performing magnificently in
Vietnam.,

The women’s components are grow-
ing and the President has called for in-
creased utilization of women in the
Armed Forces. If we expect women to
make a career of the service we must
be prepared to offer them equal advance-
ment opportunity.

This bill does not give advancement
to anyone automatically. It is not tak-
ing anything away from male officers.
All it does is assure that women have
an opportunity to compete fairly for
promotion and have the same tenure as
male officers of the same grade.

Mr. PHILBIN'S subcommittee has done
an outstanding job, as it always does, in
clarifying this legislation and bringing
forth a fair bill, This bill makes women
eligible for flag rank for the first time.
But a women will only be promoted to a
flag billet if it is found she is better
qualified for that billet than any other
officer available. If she is so qualified,
she deserves the star.

I support the legislation and I urge the
House to do likewise,
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Mr. SCHWEIEKER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 5894 to
remove promotion restrictions on women
in the Armed Forces.

I was a sponsor of such legislation in
the 89th Congress when the House passed
H.R. 16000. I have introduced H.R. 1274
in the present Congress to accomplish
this purpose and our distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Rivers], has introduced
H.R. 5894, which is before us today.

Sinece World War II, the contribution
of women officers to all our armed serv-
ices has increased and the number of
women officers seeking long-term careers
in uniform has grown. But the ceilings
on advancement of women officers have
remained built into our laws until now
they seem highly unrealistic.

A woman Army officer may not rise
higher today than the rank of colonel.
If she is serving in the Navy, her ad-
vancement is limited to commander, and
if in the Marine Corps, to lieutenant colo-
nel. The numbers of women officers
who may serve at each rank are kept
down by discriminatory formulas that
resemble those applied to specialists like
chaplains and judge advocates.

Women are also given an earlier age
for mandatory retirement in some officer
categories. The result of all these dou-
ble standards, now that women are stay-
ing longer in the service and pulling their
weight in many administrative positions
along with men, can only be sagging
morale in a still small but nevertheless
important part of the Armed Forces.

The Defense Department, by its ree-
ommendation of this bill, is recognizing
a problem of unequal treatment of wom-
en officers that has occupied numerous
women'’s rights and veterans’ groups for
sSome years.

Even if there were no hindrance to
Armed Forces morale at stake by treat-
ing women officers unequally in their ad-
vancement opportunities, it would still
be a necessary piece of legislation, strictly
because it eliminates one more pattern
of discrimination against women in
American government and national life.
As a persistent cosponsor of the proposed
constitutional amendment guaranteeing
equal rights for women in both State
and Federal law, I firmly believe in the
merits of this legislation on moral
grounds as well.

I would like to conclude by clearing
up one more important point about this
bill. Although it takes off the ceiling
now holding down women officers, it does
not automatically move up any woman
officer to a higher floor. Some critics
feel the bill will open the door, for exam-
ple, to widespread upgrading of all exist-
ing WAC colonels to brigadier generals—
upgrading in rank without any increase
in responsibility. They argue this could
deprive male officers doing “a man’s job”
in “a man’s army” of higher rank. But
this bill says nothing of the kind. This
bill makes no guarantees of higher ranks,
or higher officer numerical quotas, for
women, Women officers, like male of-
ficers, will continue to get their promo-
tions in the normal way. This bill merely
removes limits on women’s advancement
that may have looked like reasonable
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long-range objectives in 1947 but act like
shackles in 1966.

I urge the adoption of this important
legislation.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill H.R. 5894.

The question was taken and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

SPEAKER AUTHORIZED TO SIGN
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing the adjournment of the House until
tomorrow, the Clerk be authorized to re-
ceive messages from the Senate, and that
the Speaker be authorized to sign any
enrolled bills and joint resolutions passed
by the two Houses and found truly en-
rolled.

The SPEAKER., Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

THE SMALL BUSINESS
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Johnson has repeatedly stated that
the economy can only prosper to the ex-
tent that the individuals in our country
prosper. In his annual budget message
to Congress in 1966, the President stated
that government “must always be re-
sponsive to human needs.”

The President and Congress have en-
deavored, when requested by the people,
to provide services needed to reach these
objectives.

One such service is provided by the
Small Business Administration—an
agency that has as its purpose the find-
ing of ways to assist persons in middle-
and low-income brackets who seek to
make new careers, or to obtain help with
problems in existing businesses.

Colorado alone has benefited from 96
loans from this agency during 1967.

Mr. Bernard L. Boutin, Administrator
of the SBA, has related to me the follow-
ing success story from my home area,
and I believe it is worth repeating.

The Tri-State Tool Co., of Grand Junc-
tion, was formed in 1954 under the man-
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agement of Charles H. Dyer. The cor-
poration has been engaged primarily in
constructing tractor undercarriages.
They also sell parts for tractors and tools
to contractors and oil field workers.

The firm faced certain financial prob-
lems in 1964 and Mr. Dyer made applica~
tion for a SBA loan. He had been unable
to obtain private financing to expand
his business and repay short-term debts.

One local bank offered to participate
with the Small Business Administration
in loaning Dyer $125,000. Proceeds of the
loan were used to pay debts, acquire land
and buildings for additional space, in-
crease inventory, purchase machinery
and equipment, and increase working
capital.

Since the SBA loan was granted, the
firm has progressed. The number of em-
ployees increased from nine in 1964 to 15
in 1966. Sales more than doubled. The
company sustained a loss of $202 in 1964,
but a net profit of $56,700 in 1966.

Within 2 years, Tri-State Tool Co. had
accomplished the goals which they had
projected for themselves. Retained earn-
ings have almost doubled since 1964 and
the working capital ratio has markedly
improved.

The additional employees completed a
training program which ultimately con-
tributes to the high morale found at Tri-
State Tool Co., eliminates wasted time
and materials, and decreases overhead.

Mr. Speaker, we have here a good ex-
ample of how a Federal agency—the
Small Business Administration—under
favorable conditions, can work in part-
nership with our citizenship for the kind
of development and progress that has
been the hallmark of America.

LETTER FROM VIETNAM

Mr, TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, on Monday, March 20, 1967, we
were notified that Lt. Dennis John Breda,
U.8. Army, age 24, was killed in combat in
Vietnam on March 19, 1967. On March
13, 1967, Lt. Dennis Breda wrote the fol-
lowing letter to his parents, Mr. and Mrs.
John A. Breda, in California, excerpts of
which are as follows:

Now we are still on the Cambodian Border
right in the middle of the Ho Chi Minh
trall. We have been here for about a month
and one-half. We take our tracks through
even the thickest jungle. There are all types
of missions: search and destroy, ambushes,
blocking forces, convoy security, landing
your security, and many others. Most of the
time the VC avold contact with us. We are
known to them as the killers. General West-
moreland says we are the best mechanized
infantry unit in Vietnam today. Most of the

generals are trying to get us attached to thelr
units.

We have been kept pretty busy. After be-
ing in the field for so long, we are tired and
dirty. I have been wounded twice. Once from
a command detonated mine, detonated from
Cambodia, Another time from a VC machine
gun. The day I was wounded from a VC ma-
rchine gun, I lost 14 of my men. One was
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killed instantly, another died later in the
hospital, The rest were only wounded.

My biggest gripe is that my platoon is so
under-strength. It is a rare day when I go
to the fleld with 30 men. The rest are on
Rest and Recreation (R&R) or traveling to
or from R&R, and on detalls for the First
Sergeant. I'm getting tired of being under-
strength. It is hard on the men because they
have to pull twice their normal duty. These
things can kill us all,

There are few real fighting units here.
Most of the people here are used in a sup-
port unit. We need a lot of fighting units
here, not people who sit in Saigon with
stockpiles of equipment we need and never
see, who don't even know that a war is go-
ing on.

To win this war they either have to sat-
urate this country with bombs and troops,
block the border completely so the VC could
not resupply, then start at one end and
sweep to the other. Then bomb the hell out
of North Vietnam.

‘We are losing too many good soldiers clear-
ing an area, then moving out only to let the
VC move back in. That is what happened to
the Iron Triangle. When a truce comes, or
the monsoon, the VC move back in and re-
supply. After that we have to go back and
do the job again, only this time we run into
the mines and booby traps that the VC put
in.

Lieutenant Breda met death in Viet-
nam, according to the statement from a
telegram sent to us by Kenneth G. Wick-
ham, major general, Adjutant General,
while on a combat operation and being
hit by fragments from a hostile com-
mand detonated mine. The letter con-
tinues:

On my latest combat mission, my men and
I were without a radlo in our track because
none were avallable. I'll be real happy when
my 8 months I have left here ends. When
I get back I'm going to start job hunting.
The way this war is going, it may never end.

I think when one man dles in war that
suddenly there should be no half-way effort
to end the killing. When anyone dies it is a
war and should be crushed with all the
ability we have to do so. People, soldiers’
lives should cost a hell of a price. With our
country’s great strength, it is a face-losing
thing when we must take so long to crush
such a weak, poorly equipped enemy. Well,
I've put my two cents worth in your ears. I
guess I'll stop screaming into the mighty
winds that just blow.

Did this man die in vain? Yes.

As long as we, the U.S. publie, do not
voice our inner feelings and convictions,
our husbands and sons will continue to go
into this war understrength, with in-
sufficient supplies, fighting a war with
many restrictions, fighting communism
overseas while it flourishes on our shores,
and with supplies that are mailed but do
not reach their destination.

Become aware of the facts, form your
opinions, speak out, and let every voice
be heard. Only then can we say a life
given in this conflict was with cause.

CONGRESSMAN HORTON INTRO-
DUCES THE “AL SKINNER BILL”
TO EXTEND SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS TO LOW-INCOME PER-
SONS OVER 72

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most rewarding privileges of a Mem-
ber of Congress is the privilege of trans-
lating the ideas of citizens directly into
legislative proposals.

One of the most distinguished public
servants I know, and one who is him-
self a devoted public servant, is Sheriff
Albert Skinner, of Monroe County, N.¥.

Two weekends ago, Sheriff Skinner in-
formed me of a serious problem that is
faced by many aged citizens over 72 years
of age. These people find themselves in-
eligible for the $35 monthly payment
which the 89th Congress authorized for
persons over 72, because they are re-
cipients of State or local government
pension payments. TUnder the present
provisions of section 228 of the Social
Security Act, benefits are reduced based
on the amount of other government
pensions received by the potential re-
cipient, while some other forms of in-
come are not counted in the benefit re-
duction formula. Thus, many persons
receiving very small amounts of govern-
ment pension, say $1,000 or less per
year, receive reduced social security pay-
ments, while others with substantially
greater sources of nonpension income
continue to receive the full $35 per
meonth.

I have already introduced legislation
which would effectively remove the re-
tirement test from social security pay-
ments under title IT of the act. Instead
of the present earned income limitation,
I have substituted a $7,000 per year lim-
itation on income from all sources, thus
removing the penalty unjustly placed on
aged citizens who do not have large in-
vestment income to draw on during re-
tirement.

The bill which I propose today would
seek to apply the same theory to section
228 benefits. Instead of penalizing low-
income recipients of government pen-
sions, my bill would reduce the over-72
benefits only where the recipient has
yearly income exceeding $2,500—$3750
for a couple.

This would mean that persons whose
government pension income is inade-
quate to provide a decent level of sup-
port would be eligible for the full $35
monthly payment. Those who have ade-
quate income from nonpension sources
would not receive the special over-72
benefit, which is paid to persons who
have little or no social security covered
employment.

Mr, Speaker, Al Skinner, although he
serves the people of Monroe County as
sheriff, is alert to their problems in many
areas outside the realm of his law-en-
forcement duties. I should like to thank
him publicly for communicating this par-
ticular problem to me, I know that my
colleagues will give this bill full and
prompt consideration.

BACK-DOOR AID DERIVED BY EN- -
EMIES OF SOUTH VIETNAM FROM
CAMBODIA

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
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House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include two news-
paper articles.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Speaker,
last Wednesday, April 26, I again re-
ported to the House my concern over the
problem of the back-door aid derived by
the enemies of South Vietnam from
Cambodia. Since then two news stories
have appeared which give alarming new
evidence of the nature and extent of this
assistance.

One story in New York Times, April
28, 1967, entitled “Sihanouk Trail Big
Supply Line,” states that:

The “so-called Sihanouk Trall, a sixty mile
truck road from Cambodia eastward across
southern Laos to the Ho Chli Minh Tralil,
has become a major supply route for enemy
forces in South Vietnam.

It is reported that some 60 frucks,
2,000 bicycles and 40 Mekong River boats
are used to move rice, truck fuel, and
ammunition.

The other dispatch in the Washington
Post, April 30, 1967, tells of another
“gigantic pipeline through Cambodia
supplying the Vietcong with arms, am-
munition, food, and medicine—operated
with the cooperation of senior Cambodian
officials.” This report states that:

Intelligence sources have evidence that
small and medium arms for 50,000 troops
entered Cambodia in the past two and a half
years and were diverted to the Viet Cong.
In addition to those arms, openly landed in
Sihanoukville on the Gulf of Siam as Chinese
Communist arms aid for the Royal Cam-
bodian Army, ammunition was smuggled
wholesale in coal shipments from Hanol, and
tens of thousands of tons of rice supplied
through overseas Chinese and Vietnamese
merchants who control that trade.

Mr. Speaker, for a year I have urged
that some action be taken to prompt
Cambodia to live up to its alleged policy
of strict neutrality. Instead our policy
has been one of “do nothing” with the
result that our troops in the field have
had to suffer the consequences.

The time has come for us to use some
of the political and economic weapons
in our arsenal, such as the closing of
the Mekong River to Cambodian traffic,
if we are to keep faith with our fighting
men.

The news stories follow:

[From the New York Times, Apr. 28, 1967]

SiHANOUK TRAIL B1G SUPPLY LINK—TU.S. AIDES

8ay It Is MaJor SUPPLY ROUTE FOR ENEMY
(By Peter Braestrup)

Paxsg, Laos, April 26.—United States spe-
cialists think that the so-called Sihanouk
Trail, a 60-mile truck road from Cambodia
eastward across southern Laos to the Ho Chi
Minh Trail, has become a major supply route
for enemy forces in South Vietnam.

Until this month these sources tended to
consider the Sihanouk Trail had a minor role
as a slow-traffic rice route. Along with re-
ports of increased traffic, Royal Laotian Air
Force pilots have found that the Commu-
nists now attach some importance to this
supply line; newly installed 12.7-mm. anti-
aircraft guns have shot down one Laofian
T-28 fighter-bomber and hit two more in the
last 10 days as they attacked the Sihanouk
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In the past, pilots strafing and bombing this
route met only small-arms fire from the
ground.

Although he has pledged “diplomatic and
political” support to North Vietnam and the
Vietcong in the war, Prince Norodom BSi-
hanouk, head of state of Cambodia, has long
denied assertions that their supplies moved
out of Cambodia along the Sihanouk Trall.

A three-hour air reconnaissance today
showed plainly the link between a web of
tralls and truck roads on the Cambodian side
of the border and the newer Sihanouk Trall
road in Communist-controlled Laotian ter-
ritory south of the Mekong River.

Map in hand, an observer was able easily
to identify the bend in the Mekong where the
border leaves the river to go south as well as
the Cambodian guardpost on the Mekong 10
miles to the west. Unlike other sections of
Cambodia's borders, there were many land-
marks,

TRAIL-BUILDING LEVELS OFF

No specialist in this regional military head-
quarters nor in Vientlane contends he has the
exact statistics on elther the Ho Chi Minh
Trail or the Sihanouk route running across
southern Laos. But It is believed in Vien-
tiane that after a major building and mainte-
nance effort in 1965 and 1966, the North Viet-
namese activity along the dirt tracks of the
south-bound Ho Chi Minh Trail has leveled
off in the dry season, which ends next month.
On the other hand, similar effort on the
Sihanouk Trail has increased, according to
competent sources.

According to these sources, the two tralls
appear to be developing distinet functions.
The Ho Chi Minh Trail is used for moving
light weapons, weapons parts and ammuni-
tion and infiltrating personnel across the
demilitarized zone that divides North and
South Vietnam, while the Sihanouk Trail is
used to move rice, truck fuel and some am-
munition, United States sources have re-
celved apparently reliable reports that about
60 trucks, 2,000 bicycles and 40 Mekong river-
boats are involved on the Sihanouk Trail
supply line. The trucks, it is said, take one
night to go over the winding 60-mile dirt
road from Cambodia along the south side of
the Mekong River Valley to link up wtih
Route 96, & north-south branch of the Ho
Chi Minh Trail, But the rainy season makes
large stretches of both trails impassable to
trucks.

Today, from a 4,000-feet altitude, there
was no discernible activity on bomb-pocked
Route 96, as it wound through the narrow
western-most gorges of the mile-high An-
namite Range. Nor was there any sign of
life on the Sihanouk Trail, as it left the
tangle of roads and tracks on the Cambodia
side and slashed through patchy scrub forest
to the east. Craters and charred trees marked
a T-28 attack on a truck park and other
attacks on fords, ridge crossings, and by-
passes,

Although the enemy is apparently install-
ing more antiaircraft guns, including 37-mm.
automatic cannon, air attacks will continue,
if only to harass and slow the nightly traffic
flow until the rainy season takes a hand.
[From the Washington Post, Apr. 80, 1967]

CAMBODIANS SENT ARMS TO VIETCONG
(By Robert 8. Elegant)

Hone Kone—A gigantic pipeline through
Cambodia supplying the Vietcong with arms,
ammunition, food and medicine—operated
with the cooperation of senior Cambodian
officials—appears to be blowing up into a
major political crisis in the Cambodian king-
dom.,

Recent events, combined with analyses by
Western intelligence specialists, offer a pie-
ture of intrigue and smuggling of quanti-
ties of contraband which would do credit to
a suspense thriller.

But the specialists make a most convineing
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case of their reconstruction of the manner
In which Vietcong in South Vietnam and
Cambodian rebels have been supplied
through Cambodia.

FOR 50,000 TROOPS

Intelligence sources have evidence that
small and medium arms for 50,000 troops en-
tered Cambodia in the past two and a half
years and were diverted to the Vietcong. In
addition to those arms, openly landed in
Sihanoukville on the Gulf of Siam as Chinese
Communist arms ald for the Royal Cam-
bodian Army, ammunition was smuggled
wholesale in coal shipments from Hanoi, and
tens of thousands of tons of rice supplied
through overseas Chinese and Vietnamese
merchants who control that trade.

Prince Norodom Sihanouk, Prime Minister
of the kingdom, has arrested five Cambodian
officials and closed the country even more
tightly than usual to foreign correspondents.
One of the men arrested is Chao Seng, a
leftist who wvirtually controlled the Cam-
bodian economy until late last year, and
observers believe Sihanouk is striving to
solve a major internal crisis as quietly as
possible.

Although information is scant, it appears
that Sthanouk is in political difficulties,
having gone too far with leftists both within
and without the government, He may now
be seeking to recoup his position.

MINISTERS INVOLVED

The supply to the Vietcong may be at the
heart of Sihanouk’'s difficulties, since it in-
volves a large part of the Cambodian power
structure. Chao Seng, who returned only
a month or so ago from semi-exile since
November, 1966, in Paris, appears a key fig-
ure in the scandal. He was arrested with
four others, all of them also former Ministers.

Phnompenh never denied that the Viet-
cong received food and medicine from Cam-
bodian sources. Sihanouk has in recent
months declared that he would like rein-
forcement of the Polish, Indian and Ca-
nadian teams of the International Control
Commission, whose function is to investi-
gate allegations that Cambodian neutrality
is being violated.

ADMITS UNCERTAINTY

He has admitted that he cannot be cer-
tain the Vietcong do not take shelter on
Cambodian territory or recelve supplies
through Cambodia. He has, however, always
said that the port of Sthanoukville was open
to inspection to prove that no large-scale
shipments of Communist arms were entering
the country.

It has been apparent that the Vietcong
could be supplied across the waterways and
jungle which cover most of the Vietnam-
Cambodian border. The question was how
the supplies entered Cambodia.

Intelligence specialists now are sure they
have the answer.

Since 1967, according to Sihanouk, the
Chinese Communists agreed to supply the
Cambodian army with arms and equipment
of various categories, including alreraft and
trucks, sufficient to supply 49,000 men. The
Cambodian army numbers no more than
this.

SHIPMENTS PADDED

As the routes have been reconstructed,
there was no covert smuggling. Instead, addi-
tional small arms—and a sprinkling of
mortars and recoilless rifies adequate for at
least 50,000 men were included in the Chi-
nese arms shipments. With the connivance
of senior Cambodian officials, those arms
were diverted to the Vietcong and to Cam-
bodlan rebels who cooperate with them.

Ammunition and smaller items entered
Sihanoukville concealed in coal cargoes from
North Vietnam. Once within the country
the ammunition entered the same supply
net which handles the arms openly imported.

An operation of the size projected must
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have created a whole new apparatus of power,
in addition to involving a substantial seg-
ment of the conventional power structure.
Speclalists belleve Sthanouk may now feel
himself directly threatened by the expanded
influence the Communists wield in Cambodia
within and without the normal state
apparatus.

PARALYSIS THREATENED BY NA-
TIONWIDE RAILROAD STRIKE

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, our Nation is threatened with
paralysis by a nationwide railroad strike.
Some are asking Congress to step in and
require both the unions and the railroads
to submit their dispute to binding arbi-
tration—something which no other un-
jon or industry is presently required to
do.

We all believe in arbitration, as well as
collective bargaining. We recognize
these acts as fundamental principles of
labor-management relations. But forced
arbitration and forced settlements are
repugnant to the free society in which we
live.

At best, forced arbitration can only be
a stopgap measure, for it does not reach
the roots of the problem. The national
transportation tieup which faces Amer-
ica each time the railroad unions cannot
reach agreement with management, il-
lustrates that the problem is not the fail-
ure to reach agreement but the fact that
the labor contracts within one industry
are increasingly being designed fo expire
simultaneously. This can cause nation-
wide strangulation, brought about by in-
dustrywide strikes.

It has been my belief for a long time,
Mr. Speaker, that the national interest is
not served by allowing so many of the
contracts between the various transpor-
tation companies and unions to expire
simultaneously. It is not beyond the
realm of possibility for the labor con-
tracts of all of our major transportation
companies—rail, truck and air—as well
as our communication companies to ex-~
pire almost at once, thus completely crip-
pling the country.

This, Mr. Speaker, is what must be
corrected. It will not be corrected by leg-
islation requiring binding arbitration
and seftlement between one union and
one industry.

The right to strike is, in my judgment,
one of the basic rights of the workers of
this country. It is one of the few means
they have of demonstrating that a
grievance exists between them and the
management of their company. Yet, I
do not believe that this right should be
exercised in such a way that an entire
country is paralyzed and placed in peril,
as will exist with an industrywide strike.

My judgment, Mr. Speaker, is that in
the public interest, we should not allow
industrywide strikes in the transporta-
tion and communication industries. For
that reason I am carefully considering
legislation which would prohibit the si-
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multaneous expiration of labor contracts
with the various companies in any par-
ticular segment of industry in the flelds
of transportation and communications.
I believe this is the kind of legislation we
need to protect the overall public inter-
est, rather than the one-shot, one-indus-
try proposal for binding arbitration
which we can expect to come before the
Congress at any time. Let us work for a
solution to the problem and not be con-
tent to just treat one symptom.

RETURN OF JUNK MAIL TO SENDER

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I am today introducing a bill to
enable those who receive unwanted junk
mail to return it to the sender at the
sender’s cost.

Under present regulations, if someone
wants to refuse receipt of third-class
mail, it is simply hauled off and destroyed
by the Post Office. If the sender now
marks “return requested” on third-class
mail, it is returned to the sender at a
charge of 8 cents for return postage.
But most third-class mail simply flows
on, despite the wishes of the recipient.
Even death does not stem the tide of junk
mail which keeps on coming long after
some people are dead and gone.

My bill has been drafted in response
to numerous suggestions and requests
from people all over the country who are
irritated at the constant bombardment
and duplication of unwanted, unread,
and unpaid-for junk mail. The taxpayer
is already subsidizing a large part of the
cost of this mail, and he must pay again
for the time of the postal employees who
now have to destroy it when it is marked
“refused.” My bill will require third-
class mailers to place their return ad-
dress on all material, and will empower
the Postmaster General to set the return
postage rate high enough to pay for the
cost of returning the material.

THIRD-CLASS MAIL

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Meeps] may extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, today I
am pleased to join with my colleague,
the Honorable Ken HEecHLER, of West
Virginia, in a proposal we hope will do
much to improve present third-class
mail operations. The bill I am intro-
ducing would provide for the refusal by
addressees of unwanted and unsolicited
third-class mail. This follows a bill I
introduced last week to raise the rates
for third-class mail.

Third-class mail is not paying its own
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way. And the bulk of third-class mail
is in the “junk mail” category which in-
dividual citizens should not have to put
up with unless they so desire.

In seeking to remedy what I believe is
an unrealistic postal rate for third-class
mail and to stem the tide of unsolicited
mail to those who oppose it, I am join-
ing in this concern with my colleague,
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr,
HecuHreEr]. Each of us, and I am cer-
tain others of this body, have received
angry complaints from citizens in our
widely separated States about the flood
of unwanted mail which increases every
Year,

Criticism of total Post Office opera-
tions, of course, has been sounded ses-
sion after session. I am particularly
concerned now with this specific phase.
The third-class mail classification pri-
marily covers the direct mail advertis-
ing industry—a large and legitimate
business segment. However, the third-
class postal rates come far from being
high enough to meet the cost of delivery.
This not only is illogical from a financial
standpoint, but it appears to be an un-
fair subsidy to one facet of the advertis-
ing industry not enjoyed by the many
others.

My bill would help increase Post Office
revenues and maybe lessen the amount
of red ink used for so many years on
postal ledgers. It would put direct-mail
advertisers on more of a par with their
competitors.

And, most importantly, it would give
individua! citizens the opportunity to
determine if unsolicited matter in their
mail boxes is desired or not. No act of
censorship is involved here.

What one person believes to be un-
wanted mail, another believes to be
valid.

While  we cannot legislate mailing
morals nor manners, we certainly need
not subsidize such things as the bulk
mailing of pornographic circulars. And
further, we can hit directly at the mail-
ing of pornography by allowing citizens
themselves to repudiate it by refusing it.

Third-class-mail senders have only to
decide if they still want to use blanket
mailing techniques and risk the added
cost of returned mail from irritated
citizens or if they want to use selective
mailing lists of more probable customers.

My bill today provides in essence that
citizens may refuse unwanted or unso-
licited third-class bulk mail by mark-
ing on the envelope a request for the
return of such mail to the sender. It
shall be done at a cost—not less than the
cost of handling the return of the mat-
ter—to be set by the Postmaster General.

PROPOSED AIR QUALITY ACT OF
1967

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, at the
request of the administration I intro-
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duced H.R. 4279, the proposed Air Qual-
ity Act of 1967. Since the introduction
of that bill, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare has issued a re-
port entitled “Air Quality Criteria for
Sulfur Oxides.” As a result of discussions
of problems involving the technology of
minimizing the sulfur oxide problem be-
tween the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and representatives
of the coal and oil industries and other
interested Federal agencies, it has been
determined that the research program
for control of sulfur emissions should be
accelerated and the administration has,
therefore, asked that I introduce a re-
vised bill increasing the authorization
for fiscal 1968 by $15 million to be used
for accelerated research. I have, there-
fore, today introduced a revised bill car-
rying out this recommendation.

I enclose as part of my remarks the
letter and enclosures I received from the
Department of Health, Zducation, and
Welfare.

DEPARTMENT OE HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., April 24, 1967.

Hon, HARLEY O. STAGGERS,

Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mr. STaGGERS: Please find attached
the proposed Amendment to the “Air Quality
Act of 1967,"” along with a copy of Secretary
Gardner's letter to the Speaker of the House
which explains the reasons for the proposed
amendment.

We would be most appreciative if you
would introduce this amendment.

If you or your staff desire any assistance
with regard to the bill, please call us.

Eincerely yours,
Ravrr K, HUITT,
Assistant Secretary for Legislation.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Hon. JoaN W. McCCORMACK,
Speaker of the House, of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SpEaKER: The Air Quality Act of
1967, transmitted to the Congress on January
30, 1967 and now being considered by the
Congress, is a matter of highest priority, if
we are to continue the battle for clean air.
It represents our concern for the serious
threat to American health caused by pol-
luted air.

Since the transmittal of the President’s
Message on “Protecting Our National
Hertiage,” several events have occurred
which make it necesary to accelerate the at-
tack on one of the major air contaminants
requiring more complete control—sulfur
oxide.

The recently published “Air Quality Cri-
teria for Sulfur Oxides,” the recommenda-
tions of the conferees in the New York-
New Jersey abatement action, and other
findings and conclusions of prominent
sclentists, lead us to the inescapable con-
clusion that we must move more rapidly
and effectively in reducing the levels of
sulfur now present in the atmosphere over
many of our metropolitan areas.

At the same time, it has become obvious
that present technology is inadequate to deal
fully with all aspects of the sulfur problem.

While it is true that selection of low-
sulfur fuels for use in certain critical areas
will offer a temporary solution, it is clear
that we must substantially accelerate our
research and development activities in three
major areas: 1) Removal of sulfur from
fuels, 2) process removal of sulfur from
burning fuels, and 3) control of sulfur gases
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in the stack., BSeveral promising approaches
are available, and more rapld development
to full-scale application is necessary.

We have discussed this problem with rep-
resentatives of the coal and oil industries
and with interested Federal agencies. We
are all in agreement with the vital impor-
tance of an expanded and accelerated re-
search and development program.

I am therefore recommending that the
proposed Air Quality Act of 1967 be amended
to Increase the authorization for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, from $84 million
to $99 million; the additional $16 million
would be made available for research and
development in control of sulfur emissions
from fuels.

Enclosed is an amendment to the pro-
posed Air Quality Act of 1967 to carry out
this recommendation.

We are advised by the Bureau of the
Budget that enactment of the Air Quality
Act of 1967 with this amendment would be
in accord with the program of the President.

Sincerely,

Secretary.

AMENDMENT TO DRAFT BILL, THE AIR QUALITY
Act oF 1967

In section 7, strike out “$84,000,000" and
insert in leu thereof “$99,000,000".

MUTUAL SECURITIES LEGISLATION

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing the legislative proposal
which today was forwarded to the Speak-
er by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission with the unanimous recom-
mendation for the enactment of this
legislation providing additional protec-
tion for mutual funds shareholders in
areas where the tremendous growth of
the industry since enactment of the In-
vestment Company Act of 1940 has
created needs which were unanticipated
or of secondary importance at that time
27 years ago.

I request that there be included at this
place in the Recorp the letter of Chair-
man Manuel F. Cohen to the Speaker,
dated May 1, 1967.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., May 1, 1967,
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE,
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES.

Simm: I have the honor to transmit legisla-
tive proposals unanimously recommended by
the BSecuritles and Exchange Commission
with the hope that they will be introduced
and enacted in this first session of the 90th
Congress. They would provide additional pro-
tection for mutual fund shareholders in areas
where the tremendous growth of the industry
since enactment of the Investment Company
Act of 1940 has created needs which were
either unanticipated or of secondary impor-
tance at that time. Between the end of 1940
and June 30, 1966, investment company as-
sets increased from about $2.1 billion to $46.4
billion. Most of this growth was accounted
for by mutual funds, whose net assets in-
creased from $450 million at the end of 1940
to about $38.2 billion at June 30, 1966. By the
end of 1965 there were more than 3,500,000
mutual fund investors as compared with less
than 300,000 in 1940.

The Commission’s proposals are the out-
growth of studies made by or for the Com-
mission pursaunt to Congressional direction,
primarily that contained in Section 14(b) of

the Investment Company Act of 1940 which -

authorizes the Commission if it finds “that
any substantial further increase in the size
of investment companies creates any prob-
lem involving the protection of investors or
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the public interest, to make a study and in-
vestigation” and to report the results to the
Congress.

The first of these studles, which com-
menced in 1958 pursuant to Commission di-
rection, was made by the Wharton School of
Finance and Commerce of the University of
Pennsylvania. That report submitted to the
Congress in August of 1962 found that the
more important current problems in the mu-
tual fund industry involved potential con-
flicts of interest between the fund manage-
ment and shareholders and the impact of
fund growth and purchases on stock prices.
The Wharton School Report was followed by
the Report of the staff of the Commission’s
Special Study of the Securities Markets,
which, insofar as mutual funds were con-
cerned, examined sales of mutual fund shares
including sales practices and the special
problems raised by the so-called front-end
load in the sale of periodic payment plans
for the accumulation of such shares,

Neither the Special Study nor the Wharton
Report was a report by the Commission. Fol-
lowing publication of these reports the Com-
mission undertook to evaluate the public
policy questions that they raised as part of
an extensive study of its own and to report
its recommendations to the Congress. The
results of that study are found in the Com-
mission’s Report on the Public Policy Im-
plications of Investment Company Growth
which was transmitted to the Congress on
December 2, 1966 and published as House
Report No. 2837, 89th Cong., 2d Sess. The
legislative proposals transmitted herewith
are designed to carry out the recommenda-
tions contained in that report.

Areas of primary concern in the report in-
cluded the costs of management and sales
charges. Mutual funds, although ordinarily
organized either as corporations or as busi-
ness trusts, usually are managed and op-
erated not by their own officers and em-
ployees but by separate entities which pro-
vide management and advisory services un-
der contract with the fund. Traditionally
these contracts have provided for compensa-
tion on the basis of a percentage of the as-
sets of the fund. As the funds have grown
in size the amounts of management fees
have likewise grown and the Commission’s
report concluded that economiles of scale In
the costs of managing large pools of assets
have seldom been shared equitably with in-
vestment company shareholders. The pro-
posed legislation would expressly require that
management fees be reasonable and make
this standard enforceable in the courts.
However, any person attacking the reason-
ableness of a management fee which had
been approved by the fund’s directors as re-
quired by the Investment Company Act
would have the burden of proving that the
fee was unreasonable. A requirement that
the fee be reasonable would appear inherent
in the fiduciary relationship between invest-
ment company shareholders and an invest-
ment advisory organization which is in ef-
fective control of the fund. The existing
provisions of the Investment Company Act,
however, provide no adequate means by
which such a requirement may be enforced.

The proposed legislation would also place
a 5% ceiling on charges for mutual fund
sales, subject to a power in the Commission
to grant exceptions where appropriate. This
proposed maximum charge would still be
substantially greater than the sales charges
generally prevailing in the securities markets
such as stock exchange commissions or over-
the-counter markups for securities of com-
parable quality. As a result, in part, of the
resale price maintenance scheme provided in
Section 22(d) of the Investment Company
Act, which the mutual fund industry re-
gards as important for the preservation of
the existing pattern of distribution of such
shares, competition has not operated to re-
duce sales loads. Rather the sales charges
paid by average or small investor have tended
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to Increase as investment companies com-
peted for the favor of dealers and their
salesmen.

Of particular concern are the sales charges
paid by those investors, generally small in-
vestors, who accumulate mutual fund shares
by monthly payments over a period of years.
Under the existing provisions of the statute,
up to 50% of the first year’s payments may
be deducted for sales charges. The Com-
mission’s study as well as the Special Study
showed that a substantial portion of such
investors are unable or unwilling to complete
their plans, with the result that up to half
of the money that they pay in goes for sales
costs. 'The proposed legislation would elim-
inate the front-end load feature and require
that sales charges be spread equally over all
payments, thus reducing the undue risk of
loss suffered by those investors who do not
complete their plans, as well as making sure
that a greater proportion of the money pald
by an investor is invested for his benefit.

The proposed legislation would also con-
tain other provisions which are designed
primarily to facilitate the administration and
enforcement of the Investment Company
Act, to eliminate certaln anomalous situa-
tions, and to update and correct certain pro-
visions.

These legislative proposals recognize as
did the Commission’s report that on the
whole the investment company industry re-
flects diligent management by competent
persons, that the Industry has provided a
useful and desirable means for investors to
obtain diversification of investment risks
and professional Investment management
and that drastic changes in the Investment
Company Act of 1940 are not required. We
believe, however, that enactment of these
proposals would assure fairer treatment for
the millions of Americans, including many
of modest means, who have chosen to in-
vest many billions of dollars in investment
company securities.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that
enactment of legislation along the lines of
this Bill would be in accord with the pro-
gram of the President.

By direction of the Commission,
- ManveL F. COHEN,
Chairman.

MOVE OF 5TH ARMY HEADQUAR-
TERS FROM CHICAGO TO FORT
SHERIDAN

Mr. O’'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
T ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include an article
from the Chicago Tribune.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my painful and embarrassing duty
to inform my colleagues who voted to
move the 5th Army Headquarters from
Hyde Park in Chicago to Fort Sheridan
as an economy move that someone in
uniform took them for a ride. Charles
Mount, an honorable and highly re-
spected staff writer, tells the story in the
Chicago Tribune of April 30, 1967.

My colleagues, I think, will recall that
in my vain effort to save the Army from
the folly that Mr. Mount’s recital makes
clear and dramatic I predicted in full
detail everything that has come to pass.
I did succeed, and for that I am grate-
ful to my colleagues, in postponing the
removal for 2 years, but after that 2 years
the forces of folly, extravagance, and
stubborn vaniiy could not be stopped.
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Mr. Mount points out that improve-
ments at Fort Sheridan to accommodate
the 5th-Army Headquarters will reach
$6.3 million. Improvements already made
include installation of underground com-
munications cables, extensive remodel-
ing of eight office buildings, erection of
250 more living quarters, new electrical
wiring system and heating plant and
many other facilities, all of which I pre-
dicted and all of which the Army laughed
off as fairy dreams.

Mr. Mount says that at least one-third
of the civilian force will quit their jobs
rather than move into a locality where
homes run between $25,000 to $45,000, as
reported by Mr. Mount. Mr. Mount
quotes Colonel Baldy as saying that
among the civilian workers quitting the
headquarters are top-rated management
and supervisory personnel. I understand
it is all but impossible to find qualified
and experienced successors.

Mr, Mount, commenting on possible
discrimination against Negro personnel,
reports “a salesman for one of the larg-
est Waukegan realtors told the Tribune
he could not handle any transactions in
the move because of the no-discrimina-
tion stipulation by the Army."”

By unanimous consent I am extending
my remarks to include the full text of
Mr. Mount’s revealing article in the
Chicago Tribune of April 30, 1967, as
follows:

[From the Chicago Tribune, Apr. 30, 1967]
THE 5TH ARMY GEARED FOR FORT SHERIDAN
Move
(By Charles Mount)

The biggest military campalgn in the
Chicago area in recent years will begin May 9,
most of it under cover of darkness.

After more than 2 years of planning, the
nation’s second largest army headquarters,
5th army, will move from 1660 E. Hyde Park
blvd, to Fort Sheridan, adjacent to Highland
Park. The move, which military officials say
will cost $2.6 million, will mean relocating,
over a 12-year period, the work of 945 mili-
tary personnel, about 500 eivillans, and 500
tons of equipment.

MOVE TO REDUCE COSTS

It also will mean that civillans will be
working in a complete military setting for
the first time. The headquarters, in a move
to reduce defense department. costs, will
relocate from a former hotel and military hos-
pital to an ex-cavalry post. Many civilians
will be leaving a place they have worked for
20 years.

Relocating their homes will be 325 civilians
and 140 military families who have found
or still are seeking off post housing on the
north shore. Most of the personnel are mov-
llllg from scattered locations on the south
side.

Some 136 personnel, 126 of them civilians,
plan to commute to the fort on special mili-
tary buses which will stop daily at the Hyde
Park building and at Howard and Paulina
streets. Another 80 personnel are seeking car
pool partners.

RUN SPECIAL BUSES

The special buses will run for a three-
month trial period to accommodate person-
nel who don’t want to move while their chil-
dren are in school and to encourage civilians
who want to work at Fort Sheridan but don't
want to move their homes. The army is try-
ing to persuade private bus companies to
take up the routes.

About one-third of the civillans are guit-
ting their jobs rather than make the move,
said Col. Paul A. Baldy, coordinator of the
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move as special assistant to the 6th army
chief of staff. Other military sources said
a8 many as one-half of the clvillans will not
make the move. Most are going to other
federal jobs.

In order to avold massive traffic jams, five
commercial moving companies will load
furniture and other equipment onto about
27 vans after work hours. The vans, to con-
form with police requests, will leave one at
& time at night for the fort, where they will
be unloaded shortly after dawn.

DEVISE TRAFFIC PLAN

Military police, on orders of Col. Victor G.
Conley, Fort Sheridan post commander, have
devised traffic iow plans and special parking
areas to avoid confusion.

Each of the 24 sections will move half of
their operations at one time, thus leaving
the other half to maintain emergency "
facilities.

Col. Baldy sald some of the civillans quit-
ting the headquarters are top-rated man-
agement and supervisory personnel. The
others are spread thruout the other ecivil
service levels. The army, in order to fill va-
cancles, has hired 283 people from the north
shore in the last two months, he sald.

MOST BUYING HOMES

The hiring of local people and the move-
ment of 465 personnel into the area is ex-
pected to have a conslderable effect on the
north shore economy, particularly the hous-
ing market. Most of the personnel are buy-
ing homes in the $25,000 to $45,000 bracket in
the Deerfleld-Highland Park, Libertyville-
Mundelein, and Palatine-Arlington Heights
areas, Col. Baldy sald.

The army has conducted housing tours and
contacted real estate brokers to help per-
sonnel, but many of them still will end up
paying from 25 to 100 per cent more in
property taxes than on the south side, he
sald,

IMPROVE FORT SHERIDAN

In a move to help reduce possible discrimi-
nation against Negro personnel, the army has
held consultations with Negroes stationed at
Fort Sheridan who live off post. Col. Baldy
saild no problems have been reported, but a
salesman for one of the largest Waukegan
realtors told The Tribune he could not handle
any transactions in the move because of the
no-discrimination stipulation by the army.

Col. Baldy said the present headquarters
building will be turned over to the Federal
General Services administration.

Improvements made at Fort Sheridan prior
to the move include installation of under-
ground communiciations cables; remodeling
of eight bulldings to house the headquarters;
completion of 2560 more living guarters, a
new electrical wiring system, heating plant,
medical and dental facility, and restaurant;
and expansion of the library and enlisted
men's barracks. Expansion of the officer's
club is under way. Improvements at the fort
will total about 6.3 million dollars.

SPEECH OF THE DISTINGUISHED
JUNIOR SENATOR FROM GEOR-
GIA, THE HONORABLE HERMAN
TALMADGE

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include a speech,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia? ;

There was no objection.

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, on
April 21 Georgia’s distinguished young
junior Senator, the Honorable HERMAN
TaLMaDGE, spoke to the Georgia Associa-
tion of Student Councils at Rock Eagle
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State Park at which several hundred
Georgia high school students were
present.

His speech is one that I believe all
Members of Congress would enjoy read-
ing and one from which I believe could
come a better understanding of the con-
tributions our young people are making
and the responsibilities they will be called
upon to meet in the future.

I include Senator TALMADGE'S speech
in my remarks:

It is always a pleasure to meet with young
people of Georgla, and it is especially a high
honor for me to visit with student council
representatives of Georgia’s high schools.

You are leaders mow at your respective
schools, and the State and the nation looks
to you for an even bigger leadership role in
the future, to help build and shape our State
in the years that lie ahead.

Each time I come to a gathering of Georgia
young people, of high school or college age,
I am exceedingly proud of what I see. I see
quality everywhere I go on our campuses.
I see it in the many fine young men and
women who come by my office in Washington
during their vacations. I see it in the Gover-
nor's Honors Program, where I have had the
pleasure to speak in the last two years, and
in all the other programs in the State that
encourage scholastic excellence.

Georgia is truly a growing state. It is
growing in every respect—economically, so-
cially, and culturally. Our greatest resource
is people, and especlally young adults like
yourselves.

Since the 1960 Census, the State's popula-
tion has increased to just under 415 million
people. This is a gain of more than half a
million in just the past six years.

It is interested to note that of the total
Georgila population, almost 2 million are
under age 18. And out of every 100 Geor-
glans, 27 are between 5 and 17 years of age.

The fact is, ours is a young nation. The
average age is now 33, but next year it will
be 25. It is expected that by 1970 ours will
be the youngest nation in the Free World
with some 50 per cent of our citizens under
26 years of age. To give you a good idea of
what I am talking about, 12 per cent of our
population today was not alive when John
F. Kennedy was inaugurated in 1961.

More than one-fourth of all the population
of the United States are in school classrooms.
Thus, it is plain to see that when we con-
template the future of Georgia and America,
we look to youth.

Youth is exciting. It is naturally full of
life, anxious to grow and be doing things.
This excitement and exhuberance can work
wonders. It can accomplish things not even
dreamed of by my father’s generation. How-
ever, by the same token, if it is misdirected,
it can be catastrophie.

American youth is very much in the news
today. Perhaps never before in our history
have young people, particularly teenagers
and college students, been so widely dis-
cussed, analyzed, and lald open for public
examination, Thelir manners, morals, and
dedication to God and country are subjects
for great journalistic and philosophical
debates.

I for one try not to set too much store
by what we read and hear. All this would
have us believe that the young men and
women of today are foot-loose and irresponsi-
ble and virtually another Lost Generation.

This is not to say I am not concerned. I
am concerned that last year arrests of young
people increased 9 per cent. I am concerned
about the rash of campus demonstrations
and street marches which indicate a growing
rebelliousness against authority and disre-
spect for law and order. I am concerned
when I read of kids who get their kicks from
L.8.D., alcohol and fast cars.
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And speaking strictly from a personal
standpoint, I am concerned about so-called
non-conformity which leads to hair that is
too long and dresses that are too short.

Certainly, some of the behavior and cus-
toms of young people today leave something
to be desired. And in some respects there
is much to be deplored.

However, I do not feel that this is the true
picture.

It is my feeling that the true story of
American youth today is told by the great
rank and file of our younger citizens who
stand tall and walk straight . . . who believe
in their country and all the things it stands
for . . . who are unafraid of hard work . . .
and who are ready and willing to assume the
responsibilities of free citizens.

These are people who go very quietly about
their business. They are not always out-
spoken, and they don’t march in the streets,
singing and chanting. But when they do
speak, they command attention and respect.

These are young citizens who believe in
respect for authority . . . in individual in-
tegrity and personal honor . . . In decent
behavior . . . in constructive thought and
responsible citizenship . . . and in loyalty to
God and country.

These are people who are more interested
in creating than tearing down. The quality
of young citizens today is symbolized by the
theme you have chosen for this meeting—
“Deeds not Words.”

S0, I am optimistiec.

I am convinced that in the young people of
America lles the most abundant and promis-
ing source of strength we could have.

. And this is particularly true in the State
of Georgia.

Last February, our State observed the
234th anniversary of its founding. The col-
onial history of Georgla exemplifies what in-
dividual freedom, personal responsibility,
honor and courage meant then, and what
it means now to our State and nation.

The rich and colorful history of Georgla
is a priceless legacy to all of our citizens. It
is fitting to pay tribute to the past, for we
can greatly profit from the example set by
our forebearers.

Almost two-and-a-half centuries separate
us from the founding fathers of Georgia.
Looking back, we find more than two hun-
dred years of hard work and often lean times.
There was destructive war and Reconstruc-
tion, and there were years of economic de-
pression.

But there were challenges and determina-
tion, and there was opportunity.

Just as there is today.

But most important there were vision and
courage.

Just as there is today.

And there were bold men and women of
ambition, who by strong will and able bodies
were capable of turning temporary adversity
into advantage.

And so it is today.

Times have changed. And they are
changing still, at a very rapid pace. How-
ever, in spite of phenomenal sclentific and
technological advancement, and the indus-
trial and urban transition taking place in
our State—fundamental principles remain
the same today as they were two-and-a-half
centuries ago.

The same spirit guides Georglans today.
Our State is still blessed with a wealth of
human and natural resources.

We still need a soclety of creative in-
dividuals.

We still need men and women of vision
for, as we are told in the Book of Proverbs:

“Where there is no vision, the people per-
ish.” There are still monumental challenges
to be met, There are still dangerous prob-
lems to be solved. There is yet great oppor-
tunity for everyone.

I am reminded of the words of the re-
nowned journalist, Henry W, Grady, when he
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spoke in New York City in the year 1886.
He referred to “The New South” at a time
when Georgia was busy rebuilding from the
tragic War Between the States. Grady de-
clared:

“The New South is enamored of her new
work. Her soul is stirred with the breath
of a new life. The light of a grander day is
falling on her face. She is thrilling with the
consciousness of growing power and
prosperity.”

These words are as meaningful to Georgla
today as they were almost a century ago.
And young citizens of our State should find
them especlally inspiring.

It has been said that this last third of the
20th Century belongs to Georgia and the
South. I believe that. We are witnessing
an economic boom in our State and region
that is unprecedented.

It was only about three decades ago that
the states of the South were regarded as the
nation’s number one economic problem. To-
day, our region is considered the number one
land of opportunity and growth.

And Georgla is situated squarely in the
middle of it all. And in many areas of en-
deavor, Georgia is setting the pace.

Georgia began its tremendous growth is
earnest in the years following World War II,
and really started moving forward about the
time many of you were born. Today, our
State, along with the rest of the Southeast,
leads the nation in the rate of growth in al-
most all fields of economic and industrial
endeavor.

This is not to say there 1s not a long way
to go. This is where you will come in. And
each of you should regard it as all the more
challenging, for when we consider what has

been accomplished already ... how much
room there is for more growth . .. the re~
sources that are yet untapped . . . then the

potential growth of Georgla becomes stag-
gering to the imagination.

So—the last third of the 20th Century be-
longs to Georgia and the South. In the final
analysis, the years ahead belong to you, the
young men and women of Georgia.

What is achieved in Georgia between now
and the turn of the Century—33 years
hence—the gains and the progress that are
made—will for the most part be done by peo-
ple who today are in their teens.

The work ahead will be no easier for you
than it was for your predecessors. In many
respects, it will be a good deal more difficult.
Our society is growing more and more trou-
blesome and complex with the passing of
each day. Our present population is around
200 million, By the year 2000, it is expected
to be about 340 million. And in just the next
few years, about 756 out of every 100 Ameri-
cans will live and work in or near a large
city.

It has been estimated that man's volume
of knowledge is doubling every five years.

Material is being taught in colleges that
was not even known when today’s college
professors were students themselves.

All this points to an overpowering need
to be prepared for the years that lie ahead
of you. It makes education a very big and
important business. And it is a costly busi-
ness, as your parents knew and as you will
come to know. However, this is an invest-
ment we cannot afford not to make., As Poor
Richard said in his Almanack:

“The only thing more expensive than edu-
cation is ignorance.”

I am convinced that education and train-
ing is now and will continue to be the great-
est force in the continued future progress of
Georgia. I have already pointed out the high
percentage of young people in our country in
relation to the total population. This means
that whole new generations must be edu-
cated and made to understand and appreci-
ate the American heritage and the funda-
mental principles that made our nation

great.
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The importance and necessity of educa-
tlon in today's complex world has not es-
caped our young citizens. The number of
high school graduates has increased more
than 100 per cent in the past 10 years. More
and more each year are banging at the doors
of universities and colleges. We are engaged
in a race between modernization of industry
and business ... and modernization of
mAnpower.

When I speak of education, I mean an in-
vestment that pays returns many times over
in terms of increased earnings. Learning
and training virtually guarantee the security
of the individual and his family.

However, as you are well aware, education
is far more than just a bread and butter af-
fair. Education enriches the minds of in-
dividuals and enables them to make decisions
and act intelligently on the great problems
and issues of the day.

And it might be added that in this rapidly
changing world, in time more perilous than
mankind has ever known before, education
has taken on new meaning and deeper sig-
nificance.

An educated people are more vital to the
economic and political security of America
and the Free World than all the missiles,
planes and bombs we can devise.

It is important to know and understand
fully the American way of life.

It is imperative to know why our nation
has grown and prospered, and why our peo-
ple enjoy more liberty and opportunity than
any other in the world.

It is vital to our continued prosperity that
we know the value of our system of free
enterprise.

And we must know the meaning of freedom.

Freedom is difficult to define, especially
for a people who have enjoyed It and taken
it for granted all thelr lives. But I can tell
you what freedom is not.

It is not to be found in a system of govern-
ment which guns down a man trying to slip
over the Berlin Wall. It is not found in the
villages of South Viet Nam where peasants
are slaughtered by the Communist Viet Cong.
It is not found in a totalitarian state where
the people know only what the government
wants them to know and where there is no
recognition of human dignity. It is not found
in strong-arm dictatorships where the gov-
ernment rules, not by the consent of the
governed, but by armed military force.

Thus, to see and understand what is hap-
pening in many other parts of the world en-
ables us to measure and appreciate the free-
dom that we enjoy—and why it is s0 im-
portant that we insure its preservation for all
generations yet to come.

It might be said that the greatest chal-
lenge you will face is to leave a better world
for your children than was left for you. Un-
fortunately, you have inherited the perils and
problems of domestie strife. International
tension and the threat of Communism grip
the world. It is well that you feel the weight
of the responsibilities that will soon be
thrust upon your shoulders.

I am confident that you are up to the
tasks that lle shead. I am certain that each
of you, as you complete your studies and go
about your chosen professions, will continue
your quest for knowledge and improvement.
I am confident that you will keep on learning
and keep on doing.

Young Georgians are endowed with a sense
of responsibllity. They are demonstrating a
willingness to work hard and to make wise
use of their God-given talents.

This is all the guarantee we need for a
great and prosperous future for Georgia and
the nation.

SILVER DOLLARS FOR HEALTH RE-
SEARCH: PRESIDENT APPOINTS
COINAGE COMMISSION

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
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marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, today,
President Johnson announced appoint-
ment of the eight public members of the
Joint Commission on the Coinage.

The Commission was authorized un-
der the Coinage Act of 1965. With the
completion of the membership, the
Commission is expected to convene soon
to start considering a variety of matters
relating to coinage.

Following the President's announce-
ment today, I introduced legislation
which would authorize the Treasury to
sell its supply of silver dollars to the
American Cancer Society and the Ameri-
can Heart Association. The two health
societies would be authorized to resell
the coins with the proceeds earmarked
for research into cancer and heart
disease.

The Treasury currently has on hand
about 3 million silver dollars, including
2,800,000 which were minted at the
Carson City Mint in the late 1800's. The
silver dollars are believed to have a
numismatic value several times that of
their face value. This means that the
resale of the coins by the health societies
would provide millions of dollars for
badly needed medical research.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the new Joint
Commission on the Coinage will place
this proposal on its agenda for early
action.

I place in the ReEcorp a copy of the
‘White House release announcing the ap-
pointments to the Coinage Commission:

The President today announced the ap-
pointment of the eight public members of
the Joint Commission on the Colnage au-
thorized by the Coinage Act of 1965. The
Commission is expected to convene shortly.

Other members, previously designated, in-
clude six from the House of Representatives,
six from the Senate and four officlals of the
Executive Branch.

The Coinage Act of 1965 empowered the
Commission to advise the President, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and the Congress on:
the implementation of the coinage program;
the needs of the economy for colns; stand-
ards for coins; technologlcal developments
and other considerations relevant to main-
taining an adequate coinage system; minting
of gilver dollars and official maintenance of
the price of silver,

The eight public members named by the
President to the 24-member Commission are:

Julian Braden Balrd, St. Paul, Minnesota,
former Under Secretary of the Treasury;

Amon G. Carter, Jr, Fort Worth, Texas,
publisher of the Fort Worth Star Telegram;

William C©. Decker, New York, New York,
business executive former president of Cor-
ning Glass Works;

Samuel M. Fleming, Nashville, Tennessee,
president, 3rd National Bank of Nashville,
former president of American Bankers Asso-
ciation;

Edward H. Foley, Washington, D.C., at-
torney, former Under Secretary of the
Treasury;

Harry Harrington, St. Louils, Missouri,
chairman of the board and president of the
Boatmen's National Bank of St. Louis;

H. E. Rainbolt, Shawnee, Oklahoma, pres-
ident of the Federal National Bank and
Trust Company at Shawnee; and

Eugene Smith Pulllam, Indianapolis, Ind.,
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assistant publisher of the Indianapolis Star
and Indianapolis News.

The members serve without compensa-
tion,

Becretary of the Treasury Henry H. Fowler
is Chairman of the Colnage Commission, The
three other members from the Executive
Branch are Acting Secretary of Commerce
Alexander B. Trowbridge; Mr. Charles
Schultze, Director, Bureau of the Budget;
and Miss Eva Adams, Director, Bureau of the
Mint.

Congressional members are Senator John
Sparkman, Chairman of the Senate Banking
and Currency Committee; Senator Wallace
F. Bennett, ranking minority member, Sen-
ate Banking and Currency Committee; Rep-
resentative Wright Patman, Chairman,
House Banking and Currency Committee;
Representative William B. Widnall, ranking
minority member, House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee; Senators John O, Pastore,
Alan Bible, Thomas H. Kuchel, and Peter H.
Dominick, and Representatives Ed Edmond-
son, Robert N. Glaimo, Silvio O. Conte, and
James F, Battin.

Prior to the enactment of the Colnage Act
of 1965, U.S. dimes, quarters, half dollars
and silver dollars all contained 90 percent
silver. The 1965 Act eliminated silver from
dimes and quarters and reduced the silver
content of half dollars to 40 percent. The
Act also prohibited manufacturing silver dol-
lars for five years. It directed the Becretary
of the Treasury to purchase newly minted
sllver at $1.25 a troy ounce, and authorized
him to sell silver in excess of stocks required
to be held as reserves against silver certifi-
cates, at not less than the monetary value
of silver. It also authorized him to prohibit
the export, melting or treating of U.S. coins.

The new dimes and quarters are made of
clad material—a copper-nickel alloy bonded
to a core of pure copper. Half dollars are
also clad. They contain silver and copper
throughout with a greater proportion of sil-
ver in the faces than in the core.

One of the duties of the newly appolnted
Commission will be to make recommenda-
tlons for the disposal of some three million
rare sliver dollars still held by the Treasury.
Hearings were held on this last July by the
Committee on Banking and Currency of the
House of Representatives.

WATER AND SEWER PROGRAM
FUNDS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately I had left the floor briefly last
Tuesday when the distinguished Mem-
ber, the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Jowas] the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Independent
Offices and Department of Housing and
Urban Development of the House Ap-
propriations Committee, indicated his
desire to raise certain questions con-
cerning the need for H.R. 9066, which
will increase the authorization under
section 702 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1965 for basic water
and sewage facilities from $200 million
to $1 billion, becoming effective in the
next fiscal year beginning July 1.

First, let me commend the gentleman
for his recognition of the value of this
fine program to the future growth of
our great nation. Such early bipartisan
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support for a program that has been in
actual operation a little over a year is
gratifying to our committee, and I know,
to the administration that had the
splendid foresight to propose it in 1965.
I have no doubt that it will become as
popular with Members on both sides of
the aisle as Public Law 660, the sewer
treatment plant program, commenced in
1956, and now administered by the De-
partment of Interior. This program,
beginning with a modest authorization
in 1956, has increased to a $3'% billion
authorization with the passage of the
Clear Water Restoration Act of 1966.

Future growth of both urban and rural
America is dependent upon the construc-
tion of combined comprehensively
planned water and sewage distribution
systems as provided by the section 702
program administered by HUD. HUD
and Interior, working together with
State and local governments with these
two programs, will provide the basie
structures for our growth for decades to
come, the skeleton, if you will, of new
developments and even new cities. If we
fail to recognize the magnitude of the
problem and do not provide adequate
authorizations, we perpetuate the con-
struction of competing, inadequate, ar-
chaic systems by each unit of govern-
ment and even worse, actually encour-
age continued use of “wet” septic tanks,
which while serving a present need,
make future growth almost economically
impossible and in some cases contributes
to a dangerous pollution problem.

HUD is indeed to be commended for
its prudent administration of the pro-
gram thus far. The concept of compre-
hensive water planning, as required by
the law for the first time, is now firmly
established, with a growing understand-
ing by local communities that combined
facilities are necessary, both distribution
and treatment. The ultimate savings
by the construction of facilities with ade-
quate growth capacity serving an area,
rather than a jurisdiction, is now rec-
ognized by all. Cities and counties,
towns and villages, are now planning
together and they are working coopera-
tively with State and Federal officials.
Many of these program are adminis-
tered by the Assistant Secretary for
Metropolitan Development in HUD with
an eye to the special needs of the small
community.

The gentleman from North Carolina
must indeed be proud of the fine example
set by the officials of Charlotte and
Mechlenberg County who have set an
outstanding example of complete coop-
eration in the planning and development
of the area’s fine water resources. This
spirit of cooperation which deservedly
entitled Charlotte to one of the first
grants under the “702” program, was, I
know, in large part due to the leadership
of their Congressman, the distinguished
gentleman from North Carclina. Even
with the relatively small amount au-
thorized and appropriated in this begin-
ning program, the story of Charlotie has
been repeated throughout the Nation.

In my own district, comprehensive
planning has become the rule rather
than the exception. These plans are
now being finalized, leading to the pres-
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entation of approval applications, not
just letters of inquiry. HUD has com-
pleted its important interdepartmental
agreements with Commerce, EDA, In-
terior, and HEW; all occurring while the
Department completely reorganized to
provide the coordinated leadership the
Congress contemplated by the establish-
ment of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

Last fall when the President’s budget
was being considered and finalized,
prudent concern was shown by the Presi-
dent over inflationary effects which led,
for example, to a slowdown in the inter-
state highway program. Many Members
on the other side of the aisle urged this
type of action and even today, with evi-
dence of a softening economy, continue
to urge a domestic slowdown. The
gentleman, I am sure, is familiar with my
criticism of the actions of the Federal
Reserve Board in raising interest rates
that have contributed directly to our
present situation. But is the gentleman
familiar with the effect one of the worst
“tight money” periods in our history has
had on housing “new starts” and related
municipal construction of water and
sewer facilities? An already critical back-
log of needed water and sewer facilities
was greatly worsened by the inability of
many communities, particularly small
cities and towns, to obtain loans at a rea-
sonable interest rate.

Should the House Appropriations
Committee recommend an increase in
the President’s budget finalized last De-
cember for the water sewer program, I
would support such action as a real act
of constructive bipartisan statesmanship.

Communities all over America are
planning together today, as we in Con-
gress directed them to do, to qualify for
“702" grant assistance. Let us acknowl-
edge their faith by the enactment of
H.R. 9066, so that the administration
will have the opportunity to come back
with a supplemental request in January,
and an expanded request for fiscal year
1969, should economic conditions permit,
as I predict will be the case, to move this
extremely important program from the
planning stage to the action state in
every community, large and small,
throughout the Nation.

MAKING THE NEXT VIETNAM
PAUSE WORK

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, an article
by Robert Kleiman in this morning’s
New York Times reviews the history for
negotiations between North Vietnam and
the United States since 1964. If the facts
contained in the article are frue, it is
clear that on several occasions Wash-
ington and Hanoi were quite close to
reaching an agreement for commence-
ment of negotiations to end the war.
Unfortunately, for one reason or another,
apparently attributable to misunder-
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standing or mistrust more than anything
else, the parties did not take the last
step leading to the conference table.
Meanwhile, the war goes on at an ever-
increasing pace with the prospective
commitment of more men and greater
force on the part of both belligerents.

Mr. Speaker, one cannot escape the
impression from the article that nego-
tiations are within reach and an oppor-
tunity to test that conclusion is within
reach as well. There will be an upcom-
ing truce on May 23 in honor of the
birthday of Buddha. It should be pos-
sible for skillful, perceptive diplomacy
to bring the conflict on the battlefield
to the conference table.

President Johnson said that we seek
peace with honor in Vietnam. North
Vietnam has indicated it will not agree
to negotiate under terms which amount
to an ultimatum, thc converse of which
raises the possibility that it would agree
to terms other than an ultimatum. That
possibility should be explored in connec-
tion with the forthcoming truce.

The alternative, Mr. Speaker, is well
stated in the article which I have ap-
pended to my remarks.

The May 23 truce—

It says—

if it occurs, could provide another oppor-
tunity to return to the American position of
& year ago. Otherwise the outlook is for con-
tinued deadlock, further escalation and the
likelihood of & much longer—and perhaps a
much wider—war.

[From the New York Times, May 1, 1867]
MARING THE NEXT VIETNAM PAUSE WORK
(By Robert Eleiman)

The one or two-day truce and bombing
pause now scheduled for the anniversary of
Buddha's birth, May 23, could well set in
motion another major attempt at peace-
making in Vietnam. For those who hope for
such an attempt and want it to succeed, it is
essential to be clear about what went wrong
in the peacemaking efforts of the past.

The explanation the Administration is en-
couraging the world to believe is that Wash-
ington has been consistently seeking and
Hanoi resisting negotiations. But the real-
ity appears to be that both sides have been
shifting position repeatedly over the past
thirty-two months, alternately blowing hot
and cold about peace talks.

Originally, Hanol was willing to talk. In
September 1964 it accepted Secretary General
Thant's proposal, relayed by Moscow, for
secret contacts with Washington. For four
months the Johnson Administration falled
to reply, then rejected Mr. Thant's follow-up
suggestion of a meeting of the American and
North Vietnamese Ambassadors in Rangoon.

Twenty-four hours after word of this re-
Jection reached Hanol Iin February 1965
American bombing of North Vietnam began,
allegedly In retaliation for a major Vietcong
attack on the American base at Pleiku, Amer-
ican marines began landing in South Vietnam
a month later, followed by other combat
troops. Hanol responded by stepping up its
infiltration, sending regular North Viet-
namese Army troops to fight in the South
as organized units for the first time.

THE BALTIMORE PROPOSAL

At Baltimore on April 7, 1965, Mr. Johnson
suggested “unconditional discussions"—a
proposal to talk while the bombing of North
Vietnam and fighting in the South con-
tinued. Hanol's response was that the bomb-
ing of North Vietnam had to stop first.
Meanwhile, in reply to the peace aims Presi-
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dent Johnson outlined at Baltimore, Hanoi
on April 8 announced its own terms, the
highly ambiguous Four Points.

The next shift in positions came on May 12,
1965, when President Johnson for the first
time suspended the bombing of North Viet-
nam—for a “limited trial period.” His secret
message to Hanol gave North Vietnam four
to ten days to order “significant reductions”
in Communist armed attacks in South Viet-
nam if it wanted the pause extended. A per-
manent end of the bombing, Mr. Johnson
indicated, would require an end to all armed
action by the Communists in the South.

Hanol returned this letter twice, once sym-
bolically unopened. It then rejected it pub-
licly, denouncing the time limit, which gave
the message the character of an ultimatum
as well as the demand for a military quid
pro quo in the South. The Soviet Union,
active earlier in urging peace talks and for-
warding messages, refused even to discuss
this one. On May 18, six days after the sus-
pension, bombing was resumed.

Through the next seven months the John-
son Administration resisted pressure for an-
other, more prolonged, pause. Washington
insisted on a “clear indication” in advance
from Hanol that there would be “commen-
surate actions in relation to the infiltration
and military action In South Vietnam and
the presence of North Vietnamese military

nnel.”

But in December 1965, with 180,000 Ameri-
can troops in South Vietnam, President John-
son ordered a second bombing pause, this
time without setting a time limit or asking
advance assurances of a reciprocal military
step by the Communists. Washington made
it clear that the pause would continue if
Hanol simply agreed to negotiate. The So-
viet Union, which had privately suggested
this American approach, sent a high-level
mission to Hanol. The Pope, Secretary Gen-
eral Thant and dozens of nonaligned na-
tions urged North Vietnam to open talks.

HANOI'S REJECTION

But Hanol, apparently believing it was
winning the war, falled to return to the pro-
negotiation position it had held only a year
earlier. Hanol now advanced demands for
a p ent and unconditional halt to the
bombing as well as acceptance of its Four
Points, which remained w-apped in ambi-
guity. It remained unclear whether the Four
Points were proposals for a settlement, open
for bargaining, or preconditions for a nego-
tiation—that had to be accepted before talks
began. After 37 inconclusive days of truce in
the air and diplomatic probes on the ground,
American bombing of the North resumed at
the end of January 1966.

TALES IF BOMBING HALTS

Nine months later, in the fall of 1966,
Hanol's position began to change signifi-
cantly., There were increasing indications
from Russia and Eastern European countries,
then Hanoi itself, that North Vietnam was
prepared to accept what it had rejected in
January—an undertaking to enter into nego-
tiations if the bombing was halted.

Later Ho Chi Minh's letter to President
Johnson (February 1967) confirmed that
Hanol was no longer insisting on a “perma-
nent"” cessation of the bombing; it was seek-
ing an “unconditional” halt, one that would
not commit North Vietnam in advance to
reciprocal military measures in the South,

There was another important sign of a
shift in Hanol's position, also later con-
firmed in the Ho Chi Minh letter. Hanol
clearly was no longer asking acceptance of
its Four Points as a precondition for talks.
Thus there was no longer any question of a
demand for withdrawal of American troops,
recognition of the Vietcong or acceptance of
the Vietcong program for South Vietnam
before negotiations.

Most important, the Ho Chi Minh letter
confirmed that Hanol was not only prepared
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to defy Peking by opening talks but was
proposing to negotiate bllaterally with the
United States, leaving out the Vietcong.

These shifts—plus the demoralizing effect
they presumably would have on the Vietcong
guerrillas once negotiations opened—pro-
vided Washington with the opportunity, if
it wanted to seize it, to test anew Hanol's
sincerity.

JOHNSON'S CONDITIONS

President Johnson’s response in February
was to revive a serles of conditions similar
to those he had proposed in 19656 but had
put aslde during the January 1966 bombing
pause. Once again a brief time limit was at-
tached to the bombing pause—Iit was to run
four days—a period later extended by thirty-
six hours because of the Wilson-Kosygin
talks in London. The deadline imparted to
this third cessation, as to the first in May
1965, the character of an ultimatum. Once
again President Johnson called for reciprocal
military measures by North Vietnam in the
South as the price for prolonging the pause.
And for the first time he asked Hanol not
only to agree to a reciprocal military move
but to carry it out before the bombing
stopped.

In his Feb. 8 letter to Ho Chi Minh, which
rejected the suggestion of a bombing halt
followed by bilateral negotiations, Mr. John-
son sald his concern was that North Vietnam
might *“make use of such action by us to im-
prove its military position.” But he did not
limit himself to this concern in making a
counterproposal that seemed a step forward
but actually was a step backward. He pro-
posed a freeze of American force levels in the
South to accompany the bombing halt in the
North. But, in return, he asked North Viet-
nam not only to halt its own manpower
build-up in the South, but to stop all infil-
tration of materiel. This amounted to seeking
through a bombing pause what the bomb-
ing itself had falled to achleve: a halt in
infiltration. And to the North Vietnamese,
as Prime Minister Wilson pointed out at the
time, it meant “they would be leaving per-
haps 100,000 North Vietnamese (troops) at
risk in the South, denuded of necessary
supplies.”

Mr, Wilson, in contact with Hanoi through
Premier Kosygin's London visit, felt that a
further extension of the pause by Washing-
ton and a secret pledge by Hanol of almost
any reciprocal military move would permit
negotiations to be engaged. Nelther Wash-
ington nor Hanol was willing to make the
first move to activate such a deal and the
bombing resumed. But this concept still
offers the the best chance to get peace talks
going.

Other United States proposals apparently
were made during the meetings In Moscow
early this year between an American and
a North Vietnamese diplomat. But this first
sustained series of secret contacts led no-
where because Hanoi's representative was
only prepared to listen, not talk, prior to
cessation of the bombing. And all the Amer-
ican messages, including an Inquiry about
the agenda for a conference, seemed designed
to induce Hanol either to talk while the
bombing went on or to agree in advance to
pay a military price in the South in return
for suspension of the bombing.

‘Washington is suspicious that North Viet-
nam is far more interested in halting the
bombing than in genuinely negotiating and
would drag out any talks to gain a military
advantage. No one forgets Korea, where
fighting went on for two years during the
Panmunjom talks.

These concerns are legitimate. But there
are other ways to satisfy them than to insist
that Hanoi back down first on its two-year
refusal to talk while being bombed.

TWO ROUTES TO TALKS

One way would be for Moscow, which pro-
vides Hanol with much military and eco-
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nomic ald, to use this leverage to induce
North Vietnam to negotiate in good faith
and not step up its infiltration during a
bombing suspension. But since Soviet
action is highly unlikely, the United States
could take the initiative. It could suspend
the bombing but make it clear after talks
open, that negotiations could not continue
very long if either side substantially in-
creased its force levels in SBouth Vietnam or
the flow of supplies to its troops or allies.

The Pentagon already has laid the ground-
work for such a position in the projected
May 23 truce. It has announced that it
reserves the right to take appropriate mili-
tary action against abnormally large efforts
to resupply Communist troops. If no such
abnormal resupply efforts are noted, there
would be no reason not to extend the pause
and test Hanoi's willingness to negotiate.
It goes without saying that prolonged lack
of progress in such negotiations just as in-
creased Communist infiltration, could and
probably would lead to a step-up in the war.

RISK TAKEN LAST YEAR

There undoubtedly are some military
risks in such an approach. Mr, Johnson took
such risks a year ago. He suspended bombing
for 37 days at a time when neither the mili-
tary nor the political situation in South
Vietnam was as secure as today. Yet Hanoi
gained no significant military advantage. He
was prepared to open negotiations first, then
ask assurances that Hanoi would not obtain
a military advantage from further prolonga-
tion of the bombing pause.

The May 23 truce, if it occurs, could pro-
vide another opportunity to return to the
American position of a year ago. Otherwise
the outlook is for continued deadlock,
further escalation and the lkellhood of a
much longer—and perhaps & much wider—
war,

MAKING THE NEXT VIETNAM
PAUSE WORK

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. BincHAM] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
commend the New York Times for the
extraordinarily interesting analysis by
Mr. Robert Kleiman of the history of ef-
forts to get peace negotiations started in
Vietnam. which appeared this morning
and which the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Yares] has had inserted in the
RECORD.

The article reflects the great difficulty
that exists in trying to generalize about
the course of efforts to secure negotia-
tions.

Mr. Kleiman makes a convinecing case
for the proposition that, at various times,
Hanoi has been more amenable to nego-
tiations than the United States, and that
a. other times the reverse has been true.

The article, therefore, can be con-
strued as a challenge of the administra-
tion’s version of the events that have
transpired in recent months. I would,
therefore, suggest to the administration
that, if there are factual errors in Mr.
Kleiman’s account, the administration
should come forth and identify them.

Mr. Kleiman also makes some sugges-
tions with regard to the possibility of
avoiding in the future the kind of situa-
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tion which has prevented in the past all
aproaches to negotiations from bearing
fruit. These suggestions would seem to
deserve careful consideration on the part
of the administration.

EYEWITNESS ACCOUNT OF CHI-
CAGO'S BIG TORNADO

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
so many of my colleagues have asked me
the details of the recent tornado that
ripped Oak Lawn, close to the distriet
I have the honor to represent, that I am
extending my remarks to include an arti-
cle in the Beverly News, Ill., of April 27,
1967, with an eyewitness account. The
article, which follows, is by Joe Martin,
staff reporter and photographer, and
well and widely known as the moving
spirit in the American Veterans Press
Association of Chicago:

EYEWITNESS ACCOUNTS OF STORM
(By Joe Martin)

Edward Fisher, who resides at 9121 8. May-
fleld ave., was resting in a room of Fisher's
Motel located at 95th street and Southwest
highway and Austin avenue, Oak Lawn, lis-
tening to a radio announced broadcasting
tornado warnings.

Suddenly, he noted a deep rumbling sound
such as thousands of aircraft droning. The
noise didn't seem to eémanate from his radio
80 he rose from his chair and opened the door.
What he had heard amplified. He saw a
huge black cloud overhead and assorted ob-
jects including cars flying through the air.
He knew it was a tornado and dashed back
into his room slamming the door shut.

He crouched down into a corner as the
bullding started to shake and the windows
shattered. Rain was driven into the room
by the velocity of the wind. In about 30
seconds, the nolse receded and Mr. Fisher
stood up. He looked at the shambles in the
room and noted that the electric clock had
stopped at exactly 5:25 p.m.

Unhurt, he opened the door and beheld
the devastation of his property. His 12 unit
Motel was all but demolished; walls, windows
and roofs were missing. Plumbing was ex-
posed and bedding strewn around.

He looked toward the place where his
building which had housed a tavern and
restaurant had stood. The entire structure
was flattened.

The Sherwood Forest Restaurant and
tavern were leased to Kenneth Shoot of Chi-
cago Ridge. Some 20 customers were play-
ing pool and listening to music at the juke
box when the tornado crushed the building,

Mr. Fisher told this writer that he had
operated businesses at this corner for 25
years. In less than half a minute, his lttle
empire had vanished.

He told of the 50 teen-age boys who drove
up in & truck shortly after the catastrophe
and the help of many adults who within 30
minutes had freed the victims from the
wreckage. Ambulances and Pire crews
quickly dispatched the injured to hospitals,
No lives were lost.

As darkness began to fall and the rain con-
tinued to pour down, the air became frigid
with near-freezing temperature. Rescue
work continued. Twelve persons huddled all
night in the one unit of Fisher's Motel that
miraculously retained it's ceiling and roof.

Mr. Fisher and his friend, Gregory Mondry
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of 9120 S. Mayfield ave. told of thelr work in
assisting Mrs, Wilhelmina Dushop as she
crawled on all fours from the wreckage of
helrhomejustﬁo yards from the Fisher Mo-
te

Mrs, Dushop, age 79, had resided at 5940
‘W. 95th Street for the past 60 years. Her late
mother owned the first farm in the Village
of Oak Lawn. Mrs. Dushop, fondly called
Minnie, is considered the oldest resident of
Oak Lawn in terms of years of residence.

She was assisted by Mr. Fisher to the Mo~
tel and then conveyed to the Christ Com-
munity Hospital by ambulance. Her injuries
included a broken ankle and face lacerations.
She is in fair condition.

Her daughter, Mrs. Gladys Ott, 9310 8.
McVickers ave. and grand-daughter, Mrs.
Norman Nygaard, 8809 S. Melvina ave. ac-
companied by great-grandchildren Patricia
and Gail Nygaard were present Saturday
morning picking up papers and pictures in
the wrecked home.

When they expressed concern over other
valuables and especially Minnie Dushop’s pet
daschund, Charlie, they were cheered when
Mr. Fisher and Mr. Mondry assured them
that Charlie was safe in the Oak Lawn Fire-
house. Also, that a strong-box had been given
to the Oak Lawn Police for safe-keeping.

Mr. Mondry had arrived minutes after the
tornado struck and had remained all night
helping rescuers and salvaging valuables
which were stored in Mr. Fisher’s Motel room.

This writer-photographer toured the area
afoot and mnoted firemen from Oak Lawn,
‘Worth, Merrionette Park, Chicago, Evergreen
Park, Midlothian, Chicago Heights, Harvey,
Park Forest and many other villages hard at
work cleaning up debris.

At the place where the Fairway Foods
Supermarket had been, firemen were work-
ing rapidly, clawing at the muck looking
for vietims. The body of a teen-age boy was
uncovered and taken to the temporary
morgue in the Johnson-Phelps VFW
Memorial Home.

Walking east on 95th st., my attention was
drawn to the garage of the Suburban Transit
System, 5800 W, 956th st. Firemen and work-
ers were busy removing debris and wind-
blown objects from the tops of damaged
buses. 50 feet away, several buses were over-
turned and smashed.

At 9409 and 9411 S. Menard ave., two of
the buses lay on top of each other. The
tornado had carried them through the air
on an unscheduled trip and smashed them
against two houses, totally demolishing one
building.

A freakishness was noted in the next block.
The Metropolitan Insurance Company office-
building at 5702 W. 95th street did not show
any visible effects of the tornado, even the
windows were intact. Immediately next to
it at 6712, two stores were heavily dam-
aged.

In a six foot areaway between the two
buildings lay a U.S. Mail Depository box
plus concrete blocks and other debris. This
was evidence of the freaks of a tornado,

Security was tight to guard against loot-
ers. National Guardsmen, State Troopers,
Village Police and even youngsters barred
pedestrians and ecars. Sheriff’s Police In
cars with amplifiers toured the streets ad-
monishing people to get out of the area.

I wandered back to Fisher's corner and
saw the area where Shoot's Tavern and the
Sherwood Forest Restaurant wreckage had
been. Bulldozers and workers from the Oak
Lawn Street Department and the State of
Ilinois had all but cleaned up the debris.

In exactly 17 hours, all traces of the build-
ing had been wiped clean. Chester Kwlat-
kowskl, 6927 W. 95th pl., a worker for the
Oak Lawn Street Department informed me
that Mayor Fred Dumke had issued orders
toblc‘l.em up the village as guickly as pos-
sible.

His orders were being carried out with
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speed by the hundreds of workers and vol-
unteers, not only from Oak Lawn but from
many other villages and cities.

Gerhard Hein, Village Police Chief said the
volunteers were strangers. They came to
help and their services were appreciated.
Teen-agers by the hundreds volunteered
and performed many duties. It was heart-
ening to see these oft-maligned youngsters
giving aid and assistance so willingly.

Everywhere, neighbors and people who es-
caped the ravages of the terrible tornado
gave shelter, food and clothing to victim of
the disaster. Units of the Salvation Army,
the American Red Cross, Civil Defense groups
and others gave invaluable assistance in
this hour of need.

Insurance companies immediately set up
centers to handle claims. Hundreds of ad-
Jjusters worked to help their policy-holders.

As always, there are despicable vultures
who prey on wvictims. Unscruplous indivi-
duals are offering to help settle claims for
fees ranging from $100 to $450.

Officials issued warnings to people not to
sign any contracts nor pay anybody for these
services, Deal only with your agent, your
Insurance Company and their representa-
tives. There is no charge for adjusting serv-
ices, Report the names of individuals who
offer adjusting services for a price.

MILWAUKEE SENTINEL SUPPORTS
REPUBLICAN PUPIL AID PROPOSAL

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Quie] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorn
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objeetion.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, the admin-
istration the past 10 days has launched
an unprecedented attack on my proposed
amendment to the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, to authorize
block grants to the States for certain
programs beginning July 1, 1968. This
attack has dealt in misinformation and
outright misrepresentation, as I have
pointed out in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
for April 26, 1967. However, a number
of newspapers have taken a positive view
of my amendment, including the Mil-
waukee Sentinel for April 27, 1967. As
the editorial so aptly states:

There must be something mighty good
about the Republican substitute for Federal
aid to elementary and secondary education

proposed by Rep. Quie of Minnesota .

for the Administration to stage such a sharp
counterattack.

The editorial follows:

EDUCATION GRANTS: DoES PLAN WoRRY HowE?

Judging from the negative reactlon of the
national school commissioner, there must be
something mighty good about the Repub-
lican substitute for federal aid to elementary
and secondary education proposed by Rep.
Quie of Minnesota.

In the morning's mail (postage and fees
pald by the United States department of
health, education and welfare) is a state-
ment from Commissioner Howe raising “‘seri-
ous questions” and calling the proposal “a
backward step.”

Why stage such a sharp counterattack,
particularly by going over the heads of
congress to the public, as it were, if one is
not worried by the appeal of the substitute?
The answer to that question would seem to
be that the Quie proposal must have merits
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that could win it enough support, even in a
Democrat controlled congress, to be adopted.
What is the Quie proposal? Basically, it
would substitute block grants to the states
for the present complicated program of
allocations to school districts under title I
of the elementary and secondary education
act of 1965.

The block grant approach would not take
effect until July 1, 1968, giving time for the
advance planning necessary to any program.
For the first year, fiscal 1969, $3 billion
would be authorized, about $200 million less
than the maximum total authorizations of
the program it would replace. However, it
could prove to be a net galn, for, as Quie
points out, “the block grant program would
represent massive savings in administrative
costs to the schools. . . .”

“Actually,” Quie says, “the distribution of
funds within each state would be far more
responsive to the most urgent educational
needs than under the existing act, which
tends to scatter funds into every school
district.” Remember the fuss last May when
affluent Whitefish Bay was found to be en-
titled to $25,000 in federal funds intended
for disadvantaged children.

Under the amendment proposed by Qule,
the state plan for the use of the funds
would have to con “asgurances that the
highest priority . . . will be given to local
educational agencies which are experiencing
the greatest educational difficulties because
of such factors as: (A) heavy concentrations
of economically and culturally deprived
children, (B) rapid increases in school en-
rollment which overwhelm the financial
resources of a local educational agency, and
(C) geographic isolation and economic de-
pression in particular areas.

In other words, in Wisconsin, for ex-
ample, the federal school ald funds could
be concentrated in districts where they are
most needed, instead of being spread around
according to an wunrealistic formula that
puts dollars needed in Milwaukee's inner
core into an affluent suburb.

The promise of relief from bureaucratic
red tape and a more sensible distribution of
funds is not the only thing to commend the
Republican substitute. Another of its appeals
is that it would, as Quie says, “significantly
reduce the power of the United States com-
missioner in local school declslons,” which
may explain Howe's negative reaction.

Mr. Speaker, I also wish to include
another editorial, this one from the
New York Times of April 20, 1967. Titled
“School Aid Under Attack,” the editorial
took issue with my amendment to ESEA.
I prepared an answer which was pub-
lished on April 30, 1967. Because of space
limitations the Times could not print
the entire letter, which contained four
points in answer to the editorial. Only
two of the points were included in the
abbreviated letter. To keep the record
straight, I wish to place in the RECORD
the ‘Times editorial and my complete
letter:

[From the New York Times, Apr. 26, 1967]
ScHooL Am UNDER ATTACK

The House Republicans are playing a dan-
gerous game with the program for Federal
ald to elementary and secondary schools.

As worked out in the 19656 law, this pro-
gram managed skillfully to steer around ra-
clal and religious antagonisms that had pre-
viously killed school-aid bills for a genera-
tion. Instead of general school aid, the law
provides for assistance to individual school
districts based upon the number of their
children from families with annual incomes
under $3,000. This provision funnels the aid
to the districts that need it most.
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Under this law the Federal funds remain
under the control of public officials, but
children in parochial schools are qualified to
receive the same kind of supplementary as-
sistance as those in public schools. In prac-
tice, such ald means providing them with
the services of remedial reading teacher or a
guidance counselor or with a hot breakfast
program. No money goes directly to any pri-
vate or parochial school. Naturally, the pro-
gram involves some fairly detailed Federal
requirements including racial equality, but
it has worked well because it also elicits co-
operation between public and parochial
school administrators at the local district
level,

In place of this intricate and ingenious
compromise, the Republican minority on the
House Education and Labor Committee un-
der leadership of Representative Quie of Min-
nesota proposes the substitution of block
grants to the states for educational pur-
poses. The formula of the Quie bill would
provide less money for the impoverished rural
districts of the South, but it appeals to racist
sentiment because state education commis-
sioners in the South could more easily evade
Federal desegregation requirements.

The Quie bill attempts to pacify parochial
school supporters by including a proviso that
one-half of the block grants would have to
be used for special programs in which poor
children in religious schools could partici-
pate, much as they do now. But most states
have language in their constitutions forbid-
ding the spending of public money for private
schools, and this restrictive language might
be held to apply if the states received any
genuine discretion in the use of these Fed-
eral grants. Moreover, unfortunately, some
states have a history of bitter ill-will be-
tween their state departments of education
and parochial school systems.

If Republicans and Southern Democrats
unite to substitute the Quie bill for the
simple renewal of the existing law, the effect
may be to kill school aid altogether. This is
because most Catholic members are likely
then to vote against the bill on final passage.
In short, there is serious danger that the
nasty quarrels of the past will be exacer-
bated.

It is possible that block grants to the states
might usefully be substituted for some exist-
ing Federal programs, but such a change
would have to be made on an extremely lim-~
ited, experimental basis and with great cau-
tion. The highly charged school aid program
is the least promising place to begin.

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., April 27, 1967.
Mr. JoHN B, OAKs,
Editor, Editorial Page,
The New York Times,
New York, N.Y.

Dear MR. Oaxs: The author of your April
20, 1967, editorial, “School Ald Under
Attack” could not have read the amendment
I have proposed to the pending bill (H.R.
7819) to extend the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act. It seems to me that a
great newspaper has fallen victim either to
partisan prejudice or to the propaganda re-
leases of a Federal agency. While there are
legitimate lssues for debate in my proposal,
scarcely one was mentioned in the editorial.

The Times is mistaken in fact in the fol-
lowing respects:

(1). “The Formula of the Quie bill would
provide less money for the impoverished rural
districts of the South.”

The facts are that the bulk of the funds in
the existing Act are distributed on a basis
which allots $393.14 for every child counted
in New York, but only $120.64 for a child
in Mississippi (a gross inequity which has not
concerned the Times), which my formula is
identical to that used for nine years in the
National Defense Education Act, treating all
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children equally but weighing allotments in
favor of low-income States. This is a version
of the Hill-Burton formula which is in com-
mon use in Federal laws.

(2). “. .. but It appeals to racist senti-
ment because State education commissioners
in the South could more easily evade Federal
desegregation requirements,”

Any implication that I have or would make
such an appeal is untrue, and is an attempt
to distort my strong Civil Rights record.
The Times is also ignorant of the facts of
Federal aid for elementary and secondary
schools, almost all of which is administered
through State plans approved by the U.S.
Commissioner of Education and financed by
a slngle lump-sum payment to the State edu-
cational agency. This is the pattern of the
NDEA, the Vocatlonal Education Acts, and
Titles II, V, and VI of the present Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act. Title I
(programs for deprived children) of ESEA
does not require a State plan, but requires
State approval of all local programs and is
financed by a single lump-sum grant to the
State educational agency. Can you explain
how State education commissioners could
more easily evade Federal desegregation re-
quirements under my amendment than
under identical provisions in existing law?

(3). “The Quie bill attempts to pacify pa-
rochial school supporters by including a pro-
vision that one-half of the block grants would
have to be used for special programs in which
poor children in religious schools could par-
ticipate, much as they do now."”

The fact is that my amendment (the first
version available to you) continues every
single form of participation for private school
children, and expands the kinds of help they
may receive by adding instructional equip-
ment to textbooks and library materials now
loaned to them under Title II of ESEA. I
have since improved the language to extend
dual enrollment and other possible arrange-
ments for private school children beyond the
present Act's requirements for such
arrangements.

(4). “But most States have language in
their constitutions forbidding the spending
of public money for private schools, and this
restrictive language might be held to apply
if the States received any genuine discretion
in the use of these Federal grants.”

I must thank you for the inadvertent ad-
mission that the States have no genuine dis-
cretion in the use of funds under the present
Act, but that is not the controlling distine-
tion legally. The distinetion which has been
made is that State restrictions do not apply
to Federal funds which are not treated as
State funds. My original amendment author-
izes Federal funds only for special programs
and contains every single requirement for
separate accounting for Federal funds con-
tained in the existing Act, which means that
the funds could not be commingled with
Btate funds. However, after discussing this
problem with counsel, I have declded to make
this clear in the statute and require
specifically that these funds will not be com-
mingled with State funds.

In conclusion, I certainly do not agree that
most Catholic Members of Congress are likely
to vote against a bill containing my amend-
ment. By the time this bill reaches the House
Floor every Member will understand that my
amendment is completely equitable to pri-
vate school pupils, and your implication
that Members of the Catholic faith are con-
cerned solely with the welfare of private
school children is both untrue and unde-
served. I for one am confident of a vote on
my amendment on its merlts with every
legitimate issue fully debated.

My amendment will improve the program
of Federal aid to students in both private
and public schools. Under the present Act,
a school system has to draw up a separate
application under each title of the Act. This
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subjects local administrators to an almost
incredible burden of forms and question-
nalres and results in long delays. In fact, the
final distribution of Title I funds for the
current school year is just now reaching the
classroom level in some states. The average
school superintendent must, under the pres-
ent Act, deal with perhaps a dozen separate
Federal bureaucracies, administering separate
funds under separate regulations, which
change each year.

I am enclosing a copy of my amendment
(H.R. 8983) which I sincerely hope your de-
partment will read.

Sincerely yours,
ALBERrT H. QUIE,
Member of Congress.

FREEDOM OF PRESS

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FinpLEY] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
United Nations Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, a badly neglected docu-
ment, clearly sets forth worthy goals for
our foreign aid program. It proclaims
the universal rights of life, liberty, secu-
rity of person, and the freedoms from ar-
bitrary arrest, and of movement, speech,
press, assembly, and worship. While the
Declaration is not binding and is fre-
quently ignored, it still is the ultimate
guide and provides perspective for all
nations concerned with aiding their less-
developed neighbors.

In my view, freedom of the press is
the most basic and essential of these
rights. A well-prepared article by Ray-
mon B. Nixon in the winter 1965 issue
of Journalism Quarterly presents fasci-
nating insights into the relationship
between a free press and other factors
in the development of free institutions.
In his comparative analysis of the press
of many less developed countries, Mr.
Nixon found significant and direct rela-
tionship between the levels of press free-
dom, gross national product, per capita
income, literacy, per capita number, and
degree of press circulation. In his con-
clusion he stated:

Furthermore, as the level of literacy and
education goes up, and as communication
among the peoples of the world increases, the
difference between the symbol and reality
should diminish. As people become more
aware of reality, they seem to demand more
of the characteristliecs of a free soclety—
including both a free and responsible press.

I am inserting in the REecorp today,
a tabulation in which I compare our aid
commitment with the degree of press
freedom in the host countries of Latin
America and Africa. The first figure is
the approximate percentage of our coun-
try’s assistance program to gross national
product. The adjacent figure is a press
freedom rating on a scale developed by
Mr. Nixon. A country with a number “1"”
ranking has a free press system. Con-
versely, a country with a number “9"
rating has a completely controlled press
system. Various degrees between are
described on a scale of “2” through “8.”
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The questions involved in the mod-
ernization of less developed countries
are more basic than in the ideological
struggle of the cold war. Anticommu-
nism is no guarantee of democracy.
Basic freedoms such as the central one
of the press are the best insurance that
countries will not be torn by civil strife
and insurrection or undertake aggres-
sion.

The findings in this chart are, at the
same time, hopeful and dismaying.
They are hopeful in that progress in
those countries with higher ratings of
press freedom is discernible. They are
dismaying in that the governments of a
number of countries where our aid in-
volvement is great, dominate the press.

Countries, of course, rarely change sig-
nificantly in short periods of time. To
be successful, our foreign aid program
must persevere through many frustra-
tions. This does not mean that the ad-
ministrators should lose sight of the
more basic requirements of development.
In title IX of the 1966 Foreign Assistance
Act, Congress rendered an excellent serv-
ice in reminding the Agency for Interna-
tional Development of the importance of
a total approach to foreign assistance
considering political and social as well
as economic variables.

In the next few months I intend to
watch earefully how our aid program is
moving countries toward establishing
and protecting the basic freedoms set
forth in the United Nations Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. I will try
to be especially aware of how AID, un-
der the aegis of title IX, has attempted
to develop specific freedoms such as that
of the press. Finally, I hope to keep my
colleagues informed by placing in the
Recorp analyses indicating to what de-
grees the basic freedoms are respected
by countries to whom we extend great
sums of economic assistance.

NEGOTIATE INTERSTATE
COMPACTS

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Washington [Mr. PELLy] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKFER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, last Fri-
day I introduced H.R. 9476, which would
authorize the States to negotiate inter-
state compacts, affording a measure of
uniformity and regulation without vio-
lating the independence of the respective
States. This bill is far superior to the
Willis bill, HR. 2158, which presently is
in the House Rules Committee.

And, speaking of the Willis bill, Mr,
Speaker, I am unalterably opposed to it
for a number of reasons, but principally
because of its adverse effect on the con-
stitutional provisions which bar income
tax in Washington State. My State re-
lies heavily upon excise taxation, in-
cluding a gross receipts tax and a retail
sales tax. The productivity of both of
these forms of taxation will be substan-
tially restricted by the “business loca-
tion” standards set out in HR. 2158. It
is estimated that the State of Washing-
ton will suffer a revenue loss of $66.5 mil-
}mn per biennium if HR. 2158 becomes
aw.

On the other hand, my bill, HR. 9476,
would be a responsible answer for the
States to the shortcomings of State tax
laws as they affect multistate businesses.
My bill is intended, by an interstate com-
pact, to provide means of avoiding or set-
tling multistate tax disputes while pre-
serving intact the taxing jurisdiction of
State and local government.

RUMANIA’S INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. KUPFERMAN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, af-
ter a long struggle against the Russian,
Austrian, and Turkish Empires, on May
10, 1877, the principality of Rumania
severed its bonds with the Ottoman Em-
pire and proclaimed its independence.
Four years later, Charles the First was
crowned King of Rumania, and an inde-
pendent nation took its place in the
world. During World War II Rumania
fell under Nazi domination and after the
war under the totalitarian rule of the
Soviet Union.

Because, here in America, we believe
in freedom and self-determination, we
join with those Rumanians who have
achieved freedom in the United States in
the celebration of their independence day
on May 10, which helps to continue the
flame for those who have been subju-
gated by a foreign power.

It is our hope that at some date in
the not too distant future the Rumanian
people, in a free and open election under
democratic procedures, will be able to
join with other democratic nations in
celebration of frue independence.
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To celebrate this important event, the
Rumanian National Committee is orga-
nizing a commemoration of the 10th day
of May, the traditional national holiday
of the Rumanian people, at the Carnegie
Endowment International Center in my
district in Manhattan on Wednesday,
May 10, at 5:30 p.m., under the chair-
manship of Constantin Visoianu, presi-
dent, Rumanian National Committee and
former Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Rumania.

They have my best wishes for their
meeting and for a future free Rumania.

EMERGENCY IN FARM ECONOMY

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. May]
may extend her remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mrs. MAY, Mr. Speaker, it is of vital
importance that national efforts be in-
creased to rectify the intolerable eco-
nomic situation currently faced by agri-
cultural producers in this country.

It is a national disgrace that the best
fed Nation in the world cannot see its
way clear to assure those responsible for
our great abundance a fair return for
their efforts and investment.

Symptomatic of this blindness is a
recent proposal by the New York Times
that “impoverished dairy farmers” ought
to be put in line with “impoverished
slumdwellers” to receive Federal welfare
aid through the administration’s war on

poverty.

It is almost beyond comprehension that
a metropolitan, consumer-oriented news-
paper such as the Times should fail to
see the implications and logical conse-
quences of such thinking. Putting farm-
ers on welfare would do absolutely noth-
ing to solve their problems, and would be
an almost certain way to insure that
U.S. consumers will someday be faced
with real food shortages.

The Times chooses to ignore the fact
that, unlike most industries, farmers
have virtually no control over the prices
they pay or receive. Unless attention
is given to the serious price and income
problems presently besetting U.S. agri-
culture, farmers will be forced from the
land in ever-increasing numbers, and the
efficiency and productive potential of our
entire agricultural plant will be severely
impaired.

The time for talking is long past. The
Department of Agriculture has an-
nounced another sharp drop in the par-
ity ratio—this time to a low of 72. I urge
the administration to declare that a state
of emergency exists in the agricultural
economy of this Nation, and to take im-
mediate corrective measures. It has
been easy enough for the administration
to use our farm program machinery to
push farm prices down, but now they ap-
parently cannot get it out of reverse gear.

A strong and healthy agriculture has
contributed enormously to the strength
of our Nation and to the increasing pros-
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perity and well-being of its citizens. It
is high time that some of these same
benefits should be enjoyed by farmers—
the people who have been making them
available to everyone else for so many
years now.

PLOWSHARE NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS
IN OTHER COUNTRIES UTILIZING
U.S. DEVICES OK'D BY STATE DE-
PARTMENT LEGAL EAGLES

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. HosSMER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the con-
siderable economic potentialities of
peaceful nuclear explosive techniques is
not generally understood. Fortunately,
some of the countries that might be pres-
sured to sign a nuclear weapons non-
proliferation pact are commencing to
evidence some small awareness that this
proposed trealy should not be permitted
to bar them from the advantageous use
of these techniques. The Johnson ad-
ministration, under prodding from my-
self and others for some period of time,
has yet to embrace Plowshare develop-
ments as a matter of strong policy. Al-
though it instructed our NPT negotia-
tors to offer Plowshare cooperation when
the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference
resumed sessions earlier this year, at the
same time it canceled Project Cabriolet,
an experiment at the Nevada testsite cal-
culated to advance peaceful underground
explosives know-how.

I renew my recommendations on this
subject. First, that our Plowshare pro-
gram be intensified, and that it not be
turned on and off according to the State
Department’s treaty-negotiating whims.
Second, that a clear and decisive offer be
made to conduct Plowshare develop-
ments in other countries on a cost basis.
The second recommendation should be
backed up by definitive AEC proce-
dures-and-cost schedules for the conduct
of any and all peaceful nuclear explosive
operations within its capabilities.

I also recew my recommendation that
steps be taken forthwith to revise exist-
ing inhibitions found in the Limited Test
Ban Treaty of 1963 hampering bene-
ficial exploitation of Plowshare. These
involve the striet interpretation of
treaty clauses prohibiting release of
radiation beyond national boundaries.
There are many instances in which this
arbitrary restriction is utterly pointless.
The most glaring example is in connec-
tion with the nuclear construction of a
second canal to relieve the overbur-
dened, traffic-clogged Panama Canal.
Satisfactory arrangements might be
made with neighboring countries to ac-
cept small amounts of radiation tempo-
rarily in isolated locations in order to
permit construction to go ahead. Fur-
thermore, such small radiation releases
as might emerge over nearby ocean areas
beyond the 3-mile territorial limit can
be reduced to amounts posing no danger
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to ocean life. The inhibition which is
interpreted to exist by reason of LTBT
clauses in this regard is particularly
senseless and self-defeating.

There are two alternative means by
which this particular situation can be
corrected. The first is by formal
amendment of the Limited Test Ban
Treaty to account for Plowshare activity.
The second is by a simple letter. Al-
ready the Soviet Union has, in its Plow-
share experiments, caused releases of
radioactivity beyond its borders. No one
has been hurt. President Johnson
should write a letter to the Kremlin stat-
ing the United States interprets the
treaty as allowing what the Soviet’s sci-
entist did, congratulating them on their
Plowshare progress, and stating that we
intend henceforth to do likewise.

Meanwhile, at least, the legality of ex-
ploding U.S. Plowshare devices in other
countries by cooperative arrangement
has been spelled out definitely and clear-
ly in the following State Department let-
ter of April 25, together with its en-
closure:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., April 25, 1967,
Hon, Craic HosMER,
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
Dear CoONGRESSMAN HOSMER: During the re-
cent hearings before the Joint Commitiee on
Atomic Energy concerning the new bilateral
agreements with Australia and Colombia, you
raised a question about the relationship be-
tween the Limited Test Ban Treaty and pos-
sible cooperation with other mations in the
carrying out of peaceful nuclear explosions.
The Legal Adviser of the Department of
State has prepared the attached Memoran-
dum of Law in answer to that question and I
am forwarding it for your information.
Please call upon me whenever you think
the Department might be of help.
Sincerely yours,
WirrLianme B. MACOMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations,

MEMORANDUM OF LAwW

During the recent hearings before the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy on the new bi-
lateral agreements with Australia and Co-
lombia, Congressman Hosmer asked whether
it would be possible under the Limited Test
Ban Treaty for the United States to make an
arrangement with another country whereby
we would take a nuclear device to that coun~
try and explode it in its territory, assuming
the explosion occurred underground and no
radioactive debris was caused to be present
outside the territory of that country.

The answer 1s yes.

Article I of the Limited Test Ban Treaty
provides:

“1, Each of the Parties to this Treaty un-
dertakes to prohibit, to prevent, and not to
carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion,
or any other nuclear explosion, at any place
under its jurisdiction or control:

“(a) in the atmosphere; beyond its limits,
including outer space; or underwater, includ-
ing territorial waters or high seas; or

“(b) in any other environment if such ex-
plosion causes radioactive debris to be pres-
ent outside the territorial limits of the State
under whose jurisdiction or control such ex-
plosion is conducted . . .”.

Insofar as relevant, this language is the
same as that contalned in the U.S., draft
treaty tabled at the Geneva Disarmament
Conference on August 27, 1962. The manifest
purpose of the prohibition on explosions
which cause “radioactive debris to be present
outside the territorial limits of the State
under whose jurisdiction or control such ex-
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plosion is conducted” is to provide a test for
determining which underground exploslons
are permissible and which are not In terms
of the radioactivity released into the atmos-
phere. There is nothing to indicate, either
in the Treaty or in any of its negotiating
history, any intention to interfere with co-
operative arrangements between States for
the carrying out of nuclear explosions that
meet the criterla established for under-
ground testing. Such an intention would be
alien to the purposes of the Treaty. It is
hardly conceivable that a treaty which per-
mits the underground testing of nuclear
weapons should be construed as prohibiting
cooperative arrangements among countries
for underground explosions of a peaceful
character.

The one limitation which the Test Ban
Treaty imposes on cooperation among States
in the carrying out of explosions is found in
Article I, paragraph 2. The Parties are there
prohibited from “causing, encouraging, or in
any way particlpating in, the carrylng out of
any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any
other nuclear explosion, anywhere which
would take place In any of the environments
described, or have the effect referred to, In
paragraph 1 of this Article.”

Parties to the Treaty may thus not co-
operate with one another, or with non-
parties, in carrying out explosions prohibited
by the Treaty, but there is no limitation on
cooperation in carrying out underground ex-
plosions which meet the Treaty's standard
on radioactive debris.

It is clear from the legislative history of
the Treaty before the Senate that it was well
understood that the language in question
merely established a test for determining the
permissibility of underground explosions,
wherever they occurred, and did not pro-
hibit a country from carrying out an under-
ground nuclear explosion with the coopera-
tion of another country in that country’'s
territory. The President’s message to the
Senate transmitting the Treaty explained
that its provisions permit “nuclear tests and
explosions underground so long as all fall-
out is contalned within the country where
the test or explosion in conducted.” (Hear-
ings Before the Commitiee on Foreign Re-
lations, U.S. Senate, 88th Cong. 1st Sess.
on Executive M, p. 2 (1963)).

Similarly, Secretary Rusk explained:

*“Underground explosions are permitted so
long as the radioactive debris remains with-
in the country where the explosion takes
place.” (id., p. 13)

An Opinion of the Legal Adviser of August
14, 1963 stated that the Treaty “permits
weapons tests and other explosions under-
ground, so long as the radioactive debris is
confined within the territorial limits of the
State In which the explosion is conducted.”
(id., p. T7) There is no suggestion anywhere
in the legislative history that the State con-
ducting the explosion must conduct it with-
in its own territorial limits.

Chairman Seaborg, in explaining the re-
strictions on the Plowshare program which
the Treaty imposed, referred to the US inter-
est in digging a new trans-Isthmian canal
by nuclear means. He stated, “It probably
could not be done under the present treaty
limitations because of the short distance to
territorial boundaries.” (id., p. 210) There
was no reference to any other inhibition that
the Treaty might be thought to contain on
the carrying out of underground explosions
beyond the United States.

Finally, the report of the Committee on
Foreign Relations stated flatly:

“The United States will also be able [under
the Treaty] to explode nuclear devices under-
ground for peaceful purposes in other coun-
tries at their request, provided, of course,
that such an explosion does not cause debris
to be issued beyond that country’s territori-
al limits.” (p. 21)
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DO NOT SAY YOU WERE NOT TOLD

Mr, BIESTER, Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. AsHerook] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, in
testimony before the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee concerning the Con-
sular Convention with the Soviet Union
on January 23, 1967, Secretary of State
Dean Rusk stated that American tourists
and visitors to the Soviet Union in-
creased from 10,000 in 1962 to approxi-
mately 18,000 in 1966. As tourism be-
tween the United States and U.S.8.R. is
evidently big business, consideration
should be given to the possible treatment
awaiting American visitors in the Soviet
Union.

An eloquent testimonial to Soviet
duplicity was provided by the Buel Ray
Wortham case in which this ex-Army
officer was detained on petty charges and
asked if he would consent to be ex-
changed for a Soviet national, Igor A.
Ivanov, now serving 20 years in the
United States for violating espionage
statutes. To Wortham’s credit, he saw
through the Soviet scheme to exchange
a trained espionage agent for a casual
American visitor.

The State Department warns possible
visitors to the Soviet Union about the
hazards of touring that country, and it
is indeed ironic that on the other hand,
our foreign policy is aimed at instllnng
confidence among American citizens to-
ward the U.S.S.R. with an increase in
trade and various agreements.

The New York Daily News made some
wise observations and recommendations
on this issue in its editorial of May 1,
1967, entitled, “Yankee, Stay Home.”
Anyone with even a casual idea of going
to the Soviet Union should ponder the
fate of some visitors to the Soviet Union
in the past. I ask that the editorial
be inserted in the Recorp at this point.

YANKEE, STAY HOME

—should be the lesson every American learns
from the misadventures of Buel Ray Wort-
ham in Russia, as detailed last week in
stories appearing in THE NEws. Whortham
and Craddock Gilmour, discharged Army of-
ficers, made a spur-of-the-moment visit to
the Communist police state and got hooked
on a couple of petty charges.

The price, for Wortham, was about $10,000
in fines, fees and confiscations, along with
almost three months in solitary. He narrowly
missed three years in a slave labor camp.

Wortham makes a convincing case that the
payment the Soviets really hoped to extort
was the release of one of their own spies,
Igor Ivanov.

Ivanov was caught buying a bale of hot
electronic secrets from an American engineer
two years ago and ls now doing 20 years in
a Federal pokey.

This prisoner exchange bit has become a
favorite ploy with the Communists, and in
the interests of snagging likely hostages they
don't boggle at kidnaping or crude frame-
ups.

For those who take at face value all the

hokum about how the USSR is mellowing or
relaxing its ruthless tyranny at home, here
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are examples of how some innocents abroad
have fared in the—

LAND OF THE MIDNIGHT ROUST

Britlsh teacher Gerald Brooke was glven
a five-year term In 1965 for handing out
“anti-Soviet” literature, He languishes in
a labor camp on the Volga and has been
dangled in front of the British government
as bait for the release of a husband-wife spy
team, Peter and Helen Kroger.

The late Newcomb Mott, an American, was
driven to sulcide (that’s what the Soviets
called it, at least) when he got 18 months
for wandering into Russia across its hazy *
border with Norway.

Yale Prof. Federick Barghoorn was walk=
ing down a Moscow street in 1963 when
someone shoved some papers in his pocket
seconds before Red security agents ‘“hap-
pened along.” It took a personal appeal
from the late President Kennedy to spring
Barghoorn.

Czech-born Viadimir EKazan-Eomarket, a
naturalized American, was rallroaded to the
Czechs last fall on a 15-year-old charge of
“anti-state activitles,”” The Russians di-
verted a Soviet airliner to Prague so he could
be arrested. He was given an eight-year sen-
tence, but the U.S. ralsed such a howl he
was released.

West German travel writer Martina EKischke
wrote gushy articles about the good life in
the USSR and even became engaged to &
Soviet official. They repaid her on a visit
last year by slipping her “espionage pho
(a la Prof. Barghoorn) and held her five
months in solitary before using her as part
of an exchange for a Red spy.

Our State Department already supplies
would-be visitors to the Communist slave
nations with a—

YARD-LONG LIST OF “DON'Ts"

—but even these are not proof against
bugged rooms and the charges Communists
can trump up on demand.

To that point, the London Daily Tele-
graph commented recently on the Brooke
case and the U.S. warnings to its citizens:

“Britain should do the same thing. At the
moment, there would even be a case for
starting with a ‘don’t go.'"”

That should go double for all Americans.
There are plenty of excliting and wondrous
things to see In our own land—as well as
in nations where individual freedom is still
honored, and where tourists are treated as
kings (and queens), not pawns,

AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY INSUR-
ANCE—CONGRESSIONAL RESPON-
SIBILITY

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. CarmLL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CAHILL, Mr. Speaker, I have
continued to point out the failure of
State regulation of the insurance indus-
try to provide the Nation’s drivers with
adequate liability insurance. Similarly,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Green] has brought to the attention
of the House the numerous insurance
company insolvencies and the arbitrary
cancellation, rejection, and nonrenewal
practices which have had disastrous con-
sequence in Pennsylvania. The gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. Snyper] has
indicated that similar, if not worse,
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industry conditions have had great im-
pact on the people of Kentucky.

The volume of mail which I have re-
ceived greatly indicates that automobile
liability insurance presents a social prob-
lem of national dimensions. Subsequent
to our comments directed to the House,
Maryland’s State insurance commis-
sioner, Norman Polovoy, has stated the
insurance problem to be common to the
State of Maryland. Mr. Polovoy, whose
term expires May 1, has accepted ap-
pointment as the head of Maryland’s
newly created office of consumer protec-
tion. The commissioner said that a half
dozen Maryland insurance companies
should be stripped of their licenses for
“intolerable treatment of the public.”

The insurance firms criticized “meet
Maryland’s eapital surplus requirements”
but “have not conducted themselves in
the best interest of the public.”

The commissioner stated that the com-
panies “have failed to keep their prom-
ises to policyholders and claimants” and
that “there is something wrong with a
company that makes you eat your heart
out to get your money on a legitimate
claim.” Mr. Polovoy said that the com-
panies, including one which does about
$500 million business in Maryland each
year, issue policies of all types and are
not restricted solely to automobile liabil-
ity insurance. “These companies don't
discriminate,” added Polovoy, “they treat
everybody badly.”

I have written letters of inquiry to the
State commissioners in all of the 50
States, and responses are nearing com-
pletion. As my analysis discloses mean-
ingful and significant aspects of au-
tomobile insurance regulation, I shall
continue to bring these responses and
their import to the attention of the
House.

MELVIN R. LAIRD—A GREAT
AMERICAN

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. STEIGER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr., STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, last Saturday, April 29, marked
two very significant occasions. That
date marked the 178th anniversary of
the inauguration of our first President,
George Washington.

April 29 also marked the presentation
" of the George Washington Award by the
American Good Government Society to
my Wisconsin colleague, the Honorable
MEeLVIN R. LAIRD.

It is only fitting that such a distin-
guished Member of this great body
should receive this award. MEeLviNn R.
Latrp is a great American. We are proud
of his accomplishments.

This is the 15th year that the George
Washington Award has been presented.
The past winners are listed as follows:

GEORGE WASHINGTON AWARDS
1953: U.S. Senator Harry Flood Byrd, of

Virginia; U.S. Benator Robert A. Taft, of
Ohlo.
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1954: Former President Herbert Hoover;
Governor Allan Shivers, of Texas.

1955: Representative Howard W. Smith, of
Virginia; Gen. Robert E. Wood, of Illinois.

1956: U.S. Senator Walter F. George, of
Georgla; BSecretary of the Treasury George
M. Humphrey.

19567: Representative Willlam M. Colmer, of
Mississippi; U.S. Senator Earl E. Mundt, of
South Dakota.

1958: U.S. Senator Willlam F. Enowland,
of California; U.S. Senator Richard B. Rus-
sell, of Georgia.

1859: U.S. Senator John L., McClellan, of
Arkansas; Secretary of Commerce Lewis L.
Strauss.

1960: Representative Graham A. Barden, of
North Carolina; U.S. Senator Barry Gold-
water, of Arlzona,

1961: Representative Charles A. Halleck, of
Indiana; U.S. Senator Spessard L. Holland,
of Florida.

1962: Representative John W. Byrnes, of
Wisconsin; Representative Wilbur D. Mills,
of Arkansas,

1963: U.S. Senator A, Willis Robertson, of
Virginia; U.S. Senator John J. Williams, of
Delaware.

1964: U.S. Senator Everett McKinley Dirk-
sen, of Illinols; U.S. Senator Frank J.
Lausche, of Ohio,

1965: Representative Oren Harris, of Ar-
kansas; U.S. Senator Roman L. Hruska, of Ne-
braska.

1966: U.S. Senator S8am J. Ervin, Jr, of
North Carolina; Representative Gerald R.
Ford, of Michigan.

Let me point out that Congressman
Lamrp is the second distinguished Wis-
consin Congressman to receive this
award. In 1962, the Honorable Jory W.
Byrnes of Wisconsin also received the
George Washington Award.

Mr. Speaker, in order to more ade-
quately outline the accomplishments of
MerL Lamp, I include as part of my re-
marks the presentation speech delivered
Saturday night by another of our ecol-
leagues, the Honorable RoeerTr L. F.
Sikes, as well as a background paper,
“Twenty Vears of Distinguished Service
to Wisconsin.” All Wisconsin citizens are
certainly proud of the accomplishments
of MeL Lairp and we look forward to his
further years of public service.
CoNGRESSMAN Bos SIkEs' PRESENTATION OF

Awarp TO THE HoN. MELVIN LARD

This 15 a rare privilege. It isn't often that
the fate of a member of the opposition party
is entrusted to my hands in this manner.
I have watched Mel perform on many occa-
sions, and normally as a field general his tac-
tics are sound, his position is well chosen,
and his flanks well secured. I have never en-
visloned a situation where both flanks would
be open and his rear unprotected.

Now that the opportunity is presented and
that I, at least temporarily, am in control of
the situation, I don’t think of anything mean
to say about him. In fact, I happen to admire
Mel Laird very much. I have good reason to.
I have watched his work with a good deal of
appreciation for a long time and somehow I
have had a very strong belief throughout
that his first interest is in the United States
of America and that his political efforts al-
ways have been subordinated to his love for
his country.

When you sit next to a man in Committee
day after day and year after year, as I have
done with Mel, you learn much about the
measure of the man, For six months out of
each year the members of the Appropriations
Committee meet behind closed doors . . .
digging, digging, always digging . . . into
the facts presented to justify the budget re-
gquirements of the United States Government.
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This work is unspectacular but it is most im-
portant, for it is here that the course of gov-
ernment is shaped into sound channels, as
much as it 1s possible for any Congressional
Committee to shape the course of govern-
ment. There I learned to respect Mel Laird
for his work long before he achieved prom-
inence as one of the leaders in Congress.

However, to be on the safe side, I asked his
office for some background material on his
career. As a result, I have before me four
legal-sized typewritten pages, single spaced,
which describe Mel's accomplishments to
date. I admire him sufficiently that I would
like to quote the entire record because it is
a most meritorious list of achievements in
the career of a man who still must be ranked
as a young man, At 44, which is his age, I
had not been able to do much more than to
get my name in the Congressional Directory.

I think I can sum all this up in a very few
words when I tell you that Mel Laird, in my
opinion, is & man who has his feet solidly
planted on sound ground, & man whose bril-
liant accomplishments I can freely applaud,
2 man whose hand I, as an American, can
confidently uphold. I consider him the
brightest young star in all the Republican
party. Apparently I am not alone in my
conclusions, for here is what the Distin-
guished American Good Government Soclety
says about him.

“RESOLUTION OF TRIBUTE AND HONOR

“{From the American Good Government
Soclety)

“Melvin R. Laird—statesman, author,
leader among men, has served the people of
‘Wisconsin and the United States in war and
peace for a quarter of a century—in five
Naval battles, six years in the Wisconsin Sen-
ate, and now in his 45th year, in his 8th
term in the House of Representatives. His
rare intellectual gifts, his instinet for gov-
erning, his principles and his Industry—all
guided by his plain, common sense—have
given him strong, clear, practical judgment
in the whole field of public policy. These
qualities have been invaluable in the Com-
mittee on Appropriations in allocating funds
for national defense, health, education, and
welfare, and in shaping Republican platforms
and other statements of party policy.”

Representative Laird wunderstands the
uniqueness of the American political system
and its upholding traditions of which the
Constitution is the capstone. BSteeped In
the heritage of justice and liberty, he must
be numbered in the smallest society of mor-
tal excellence, I count it a high privilege
indeed to present this distinguished award to
a great American, who tonight is being hon-
ored by the American Good Government So-
ciety at its Fifteenth Annual George Wash-
ington Dinner.

TweENTY YEARS OF DISTINGUISHED SERVICE TO
WiscoNsIv

A veteran of seven terms in the U.S. House
of Representatives, 43 year old Congressman
Melvin R. Laird of Wisconsin's Seventh Dis-
trict is considered an outstanding young na-
tional leader. His current position of prestige
authority and responsibility, as well as his
past achievements both local and national,
amply demonstrate this.

Laird is currently Chalrman of the House
Republican Conference, one of the top lead-
ership positions in the Republican hierarchy.
Made up of all Republican members of the
House of Representatives, the Conference is
the highest policy-making body and is the
body which presides over all organlzational
decisions and leadership appointments or
elections,

Last year, former President Eisenhower
singled out Laird as one of the 10 United
SBtates citizens he considered best gualified
to be President of the United States. In 1964,
Laird served as Chairman of the Republican
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National Convention’s Platform Committee.
In this position, he had the responsibility for
establishing the policy positions of one of the
two major political parties in the United
States. His position today as Conference
Chairman makes him one of the top policy
makers in the party.

This year, Laird serves on the recently
established Republican Coordinating Com-
mittee, made up of representatives from all
elements of the Party including all living
former presidential nominees. Immediately
after the 1964 Presidential election, Laird
had called for the formation of this com-
mittee to serve as a vehicle for binding up
the party’s wounds and reestablishing party
unity.

In 1964, Laird also served as editor of “The
Conservative Papers” (Doubleday and Co.)
a compilation of fourteen essays prepared by
noted scholars on the major issues of our
time.

In 1962, Laird wrote a book on the foreign
and military policy problems of the United
States, “A House Divided: America's Strategy
Gap” (Henry Regnery Co., Chicago). The
book has been reviewed very favorably in
many publications. Eugene Lyons of the
Reader’s Digest called it a “superb job; both
as writing and as thinking.” Loyal Meek of
the Milwaukee Sentinel, in praising the book
for offering “both light and inspiration for
establishing policy unity,” called Laird “well
qualified to expound on United States cold
war strategy.” In his book, Laird spells out
in clear and compelling prose the major prob-
lems facing the United States in the cold
war, calls for a reassessment of our policies,
and suggests thoughtful guidelines for pol-
icy formulation.

Laird is the recipient of the 15th Annual
Albert Lasker Medical Research Award.
This award constitutes the highest recog-
nition for promotion of medical research.
The honorarium received by Laird for doing
more to promote our nation’s health than
any other public official was donated by the
Congressman to medical research activities
in Wisconsin.

Laird’'s abllity is recognized by Republi-
cans and Democrats alike. Two leading out-
of-state Democratic papers, for example, re-
cently praised him: the Baltimore Sun
characterized him as “brilliant,” and the
Washington Post described him as one of
the “best qualified and most intelligent”
members of Congress. Time Magazine has
referred to the Wisconsin Representative as
one of the “most able” and “energetic” mem-
bers of the House. He has received personal
and public commendations from such men
as former Presldent Eisenhower; the late
Rep. Clarence Cannon, former Democratic
Chairman of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee; Rep. George Mahon, current Demo-
cratic Chairman of the House Appropriations
Committee; and Rep. John Fogarty, Demo-
cratiec Chairman of the Labor, Health, Edu-
catlon, and Welfare Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, as well as many others.

Committee membership and committee
senlority are important to a Congressional
Distriet and State. Laird is a top-ranking
member of the most important Committee of
the House of Representatives—the Appro-
priations Committee. His Subcommittee as-
signments include Defense, and Labor,
Health, Education and Welfare. In the 84th
Congress, Laird served on the House Agri-
culture Committee. When first appointed
to the Appropriations Committee, Laird was
the youngest member of Congress ever to
have been appointed to that key post.

As a member of what is considered the
most Important Subcommittee in today's
Congress—the Defense Appropriations Bub-
committee—Congressman Laird has been
active and highly influential. The impor-
tance of this Subcommittee stems from its
role as the Committee that handles the
funding for the Army, the Navy, the Air
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Force, and the intelligence activities. Its
decislons in executive session are not re-
versed on the Floor of the House. This Com-
mittee has the responsibility for yearly ap-
propriations of more than $50 billion in U.S.
tax dollars. It meets daily in executive ses-
slon from December through Jumne.

As a high-ranking member of the Defense
Subcommittee, Laird has time and again
demonstrated his insight into military strat-

. There are scores of examples of his
leadership in natlonal security matters. It
was hils amendment seven years ago that
increased the funding for the Polaris Sub-
mnarine Program over and above the recom-
mendations of the Department of Defense.
The Laird amendment made it possible for
our nation to have twenty-one Polaris mis-
sile submarines on station at an early date.
Lalrd has sponsored other amendments which
have also made substantial contributions to-
ward the establishment of our nation's de-
fense posture today as second to none.

Four years ago Congressman Glen Lips-
comb of California and Laird headed an
Anti-Submarine Warfare Task Force whose
recommendations have been recently put into
efflect by the Department of Defense. This
year, Laird continues to push forward his
long-time efforts in the Antl-Submarine
Warfare Program. In a national article writ-
ten by him—THE FUTURE OF ASW—he
called for a “much greater emphasis” on
ASW research and development. “Outer
space today is the center of public and of-
ficlal attention,” he wrote., “Inner space
(oceanography, ASW research, etc.), though
not neglected, has not been adequately fund-
ed or explored.” As in other fields, Lalrd's
interest in ASW will insure a better program
for the defense of the United States against
the Increased emphasis by the Russlans on
submarine warfare.

Though increasingly taxed by his Defense
Committee work, Laird has been equally ac-
tive as ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee that handles appropriations for
the Departments of Labor and Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare. Since his appointment
to that important Subcommittee in the 82d
Congress, Laird has become identified as a
constructive contributor to the natlon’s
health and welfare. He has supported such
agencies and activities as the National In-
stitutes of Health and fostered private as
well as public efforts In medical research.
Currently, at fourteen universities through-
out the country, “Lalrdettes” are being con-
structed to house cancer research facilities,
Laird dedicated a new $3 million Lairdette
cancer research facllity at the University
of Wisconsin on September 26, 1964.

That the Wisconsin Republican has been
effective In the public sector is easily seen
by his appointment as a member of the U.S.
Delegation to the World Health Organiza-
tion by President Eisenhower in 1959, by
Presldent Kennedy in 1963, and by President
Johnson in 1965. For the promotion of
medical research in addition to the Lasker
Award received last year, Laird also re-
ceived the 1960 citations for Man of the Year
Award from the American Cancer Society,
the National Assoclation of Mental Health,
the National Research Foundation to Pre-
vent Blindness, and the American Assocla-
tion of Medical Colleges and Universities, In
1963, he served as a member of President
Eennedy's Committee to plan the 50th an-
niversary of the Department of Labor.

Laird has not only distinguished himself
as a national figure but has also amassed an
impressive record both in his home state of
Wisconsin and as a leading figure in the
Republican Party. He is a firm bellever in
the “grass roots” approach, traveling when-
ever possible back to his Seventh District to
discuss the various issues of the day with his
farmer constituents, laborers and business
interests, with the old people and the not-
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so-old, the ordinary wage earners and to-
morrow's cltizens—today's schoolchildren.

The effectiveness of this approach is seen
in the overwhelming support he musters in
each election as well as the legislation he
has sponsored, or supporfed. He was in-
strumental in establishing the school milk
programs, in improving veterans programs
and unemployment legislation, Often called
“Dairyland's best friend in Congress,” Laird
has consistently supported the dairy farm-
ers’ pleas for good representation and friend-
ly support so long as there was a basic
compatibility between the wviews of his
constituents and the dictates of his con-
sclence.

On the natlonal level the Laird name has
become synonymous with economy in gov-
ernment and fiscal responsibility. A long-
time ecritic of irresponsible spending, Laird
has often vigorously questioned policies he
considered of doubtful value. In the 2nd
Sesslon of the 87th Congress, for example, he
deplored the increasing tendency of some
Departments (notably the Department of
Defense and the recently established Defense
Bupply Agency) to sacrifice efficlency and
reliabllity In weapons and defense materials
in favor of lowest possible costs. He main-
talned that practices such as these in the
long run penalize the tax payer, the United
States Government, and American Industry
on the grounds that unreliable equipment
that malfunctions must be repaired or re-
placed at additional cost. Last year, he
criticized Secretary of Defense McNamara for
his insistence on constructing a $300 million
conventional aircraft carrier. Laird claimed
that this expenditure would be looked back
on in future years as a waste of $300 million
in constructing an outmoded ship. Recent
developments have proved that Laird’s criti-
cism was well-founded.

Laird launched his political career at the
age of 23 when elected to the Wisconsin
State Senate to succeed his father. Having
served six years (1946-52) as State Senator,
the Wisconsin Republican served notably in
such posts as Chairman of the Wisconsin
Legislative Council and the Senate Veterans
Affairs Committee. He was also an influen-
tial member of the Labor and Management
Committee, the Joint Finance Committee,
and the Legislative Procedure Committee.
As Chairman of the Legislative Council's
Committee on Taxation, he published the
“Laird Report" on Wisconsin's tax system
which has since become the “student’s Text-
book™ on the tax system of the state.

Many important Wisconsin statutes bear
his name, including the Wisconsin Veterans
Rehabilitation and Houslng Act, the Wis-
consin Civil Defense Act, the Wisconsin Men-
tal Health Program, and the Wisconsin
long-range bullding program.

The year 1957 marked Congressman Laird’s
selection as the outstanding young man in
Wisconsin for Government Service (Junior
Chamber of Commerce).

As one of the ablest members of the
Republican Party, Lalrd has served as Vice-
Chairman of the Republican National Con-
vention Platform Committee in 1960, having
served as a member of that Committee In
1952 and 18566. In addition, he was a mem-
ber of the Wisconsin delegation to the Re-
publican National Convention in 1948, 1952,
1956, and 1960. He served as Chairman of
the Wisconsin Republican Party Convention
in 1954 and 1960.

In 1960, Laird was chosen as Chairman of
the Joint House-Senate Committee of six
Senators and six Representatives to set forth
the Republican Party’'s statement of policy
and prineciple. After three months of pains-
taking work, Laird's Committee produced a
“Declaration of Principle and Policy” that
received the unanimous approval of the
House and Senate Republicans, Indicative
of the overwhelming approval received are
the following statements: Former President
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Eisenhower complimented Laird, saying, “We
ought to use salesmanship in getting it
before the public”; Governor Rockefeller
gald, “The statement embraces the funda-
mentals on which we all agree”, and Senator
Goldwater called it “an outstanding job"”
and “an invaluable document.”

Mr. Laird, a Purple Heart veteran, enlisted
in the U.S. Navy in May of 1942, He served
aboard the U.S. Destroyer Maddox (DDT731),
with Admiral Halsey's Third Fleet In the
Pacific, and Admiral Marc Mitscher's Task
Force 568.

Born on September 1, 1922, Representative
Laird attended the Marshfield Public Schools
and received his B.A. degree from Carleton
College, Northfield, Minnesota.

He married his college classmate, the
former Barbara Masters of Indianapolis, In-
diana. The Lairds have two sons and one
daughter—John Osborne, 17, (born January
10, 1948); Alison. 14 (born July 11, 1851; and
David Malcolm, 11 (born July 16, 1954).

THE JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION:
GOVERNMENT BY CRISIS

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. REINECKE] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. REINECKE., Mr. Speaker, once
again the present administration comes
to the Congress with a national crisis on
its hands asking for emergency action.
This is becoming a habit with the leaders
in the executive branch. They seem to
always wait until disaster strikes before
taking action for solutions to national
problems.

We are faced today with legislation,
requested again by the President, to ex-
tend the no-strike period of the Railroad
Labor Act—House Joint Resolution 543—
for another 47 days. The crisis of a
nationwide railway strike is upon us.
A strike could seriously hamper the na-
tional economy. With the resulting
nondelivery of raw materials and fin-
ished products workers would have to be
laid off. Unemployment would go as
high as 15 percent.

The supplies for our men in Vietnam
would be hopelessly delayed in boxcars
idled across the country. Ammunition,
heavy artillery, food, clothing, and fuel
would be withheld from our soldiers in
southeast Asia, and in fact, around the
world. America would be very vulner-
able.

A 1-month strike would reduce the
gross national product by 13 percent.

This is indeed a serious matter. And I
certainly support an extension of the no-
strike period.

But, Mr. Speaker, we all know that
nationwide railway strikes will seriously
affect the Nation’s economy, and the war
effort. We all know, too, that nation-
wide or industrywide strikes in trucking,
airlines, telegraph, and countless other
industries will seriously affect the
Nation.

Why must we wait, then, until disaster
strikes to do something about the prob-
lem? Why has this administration not
fulfilled its promise, made by the Pres-
ident in January of 1966, to design legis-
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lation that will prevent nationwide and
industrywide strikes from crippling the
Nation’s economy? Why has there been
no action by this Congress and its ma-
jority leadership to study this problem?

Mr. Speaker, I have joined with many
of my colleagues in sponsoring legisla-
tion, House Joint Resolution 519, to
create a joint congressional committee
to study and report on problems relating
to industrywide and nationwide collec-
tive bargaining and strikes and lockouts.
This was a bill which many of us intro-
duced in the 89th Congress, also.

The year 1967 has been labeled “the
Year of the Strikes.” Many labor con-
tracts expire this year. The time to act
to prevent serious difficulties for the in-
nocent bystanders—the people of this
Nation—is now. Let us not wait until
the disaster is upon us, as is the case
now with the railroads, before we act.

This kind of panic-button government
and crisis legislation robs the Congress
of the opportunity to properly study and
evaluate legislative proposals. In a labor-
management dispute like this, or the air-
line strike of last year, it puts the Con-
gress in the position of being an arbitra-
tion board. And that is not our funetion,
according to the Constitution.

Let us begin now to evaluate this prob-
lem by adopting a resolution creating a
joint committee to formulate legislation
and study this problem. Only in this
way can we avoid the careless and aim-
less methods of government by crisis.

THE KENNEDY ROUND AND THE
FUTURE OF UNITED STATES
TRADE POLICY—AN EVALUATION
OF PROGRESS AND ISSUES IN THE
SIXTH ROUND OF TRADE NEGO-
TIATIONS UNDER THE GENERAL
AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND
TRADE—PART III: INDUSTRIAL
NEGOTIATIONS: SECTOR TALKS
AND DISPARITIES, THE “TECH-
NOLOGY GAP” AND THE TROU-
BLED WORLD OF STEEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore
Poor). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CurTis] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I include
at this point a list of contents covering
the text of my remarks:

LisT oF CONTENTS

Industry: The ''Sectors.”

Sector Discussions a Format for Future
Trade Negotiations?

Disparities—Troublesome Tactical Prob-
lem in Industrial Negotiations.

Ecretement.

The Search for a Formula for Tariff Dis-
parities.

Disparity Explained.

Crisis In the Ministerial Talks—May 3-4,

(Mr,

1963.

Disparities Reappear,

A note on the “Technology Gap,” the
“Brain Drain” and U.S. Direct Investment in
Europe.

What is the Technology Gap?

The Fundamental Problem—Developing a
Dynamic Marketplace Economy.

Inseparable Connection Between Technol-
ogy Gap and U.S. Direct Investment,

American Direct Investment in Europe Is
Not Overwhelming.

Direct and Selective.
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A Fundamental European Ambivalence—
The Dynamic Role of American Investment.

The Competition Effect.

Some Conclusions About the Problem.

Europeans Are "“Taking Steps.”

New “East Indies” Companies.

The Capital Markets Problem.

Capital Market Development Is a European
Problem, Worsened by U.S. Investment Con-
trols.

What Effective Measures to Help Narrow
the Gap?

Is There a Technology Gap?

An Institutional Gap and a Managerial
Gap.

European Company Law Inhibits Bigness.

Developing “European” Businesses.

Psychological Barrier,

The Technology Gap and Post EKennedy
Round Industrial Relations With Europe.

In the Kennedy Round Context.

Iron and steel,

What can the United States Gain in Steel
Sector Negotiations?

The Sector Approach and the Idea of
‘*Harmonization."

Is United BStates Steel Internationally
Competitive?

Is the U.S. Industry Outpriced?

The American Processor's Dilemma.

The Reason for Increased Consumption of
Foreign Steel.

A More Balanced View of Steel Imports.

No Damage from Imports,

An Industry Marked by Mill Openings and
Frictional Plant Closings.

Imports Had a Healthy Effect.

The Fallacy of the Sectoral Approach.

Why Did Imports Increase in 1965 and
1966—The U.S. Steel Industry Buys Abroad.

The Tradition of U.S, Steel Industry Pric-
ing Policy: Its Effect on Imports and on
Exports.

U.S. Steel Export Troubles Their Own
Responsibility?

Domestic Pricing Problem.

Pricing Policy and Industry Financing,

The Rich Fruits Investment Will Bear.

Oxygen Furnace—The U.S. Catches Up.

Computerization—America’s Technological
Trump Card is Applied to Steel.

Pelletization.

Continuous Casting the Biggest Bonanza.

The Problems Posed by Possible Unfair
Competition.

Anti-Dumping, Special Marking, and Buy
American Requirements.

Anti-Dumping and Countervalling Duties.

The Disruption of European Coal and
Steel Markets.

Problems of Corporate Organization.

Facts of World Production: Overcapacity.

Price Drops Affect Profits and Moderniza-
tlon.

Cause—Deterioration of Demand in Ex-
ternal Markets.

Coal—A Throttled American Export—A
Burden on European Economics.

High Cost Coal Means Lower Demand and
Shift to Other Energy Sources.

Is Subsidy a Solution for the Old Age of
European Coal?

Steel Production Sharing.

European Private Industry Responds in a
Traditional Way.

Some National Responses.

What Good Could a World Steel Confer-
ence Do?

Iron and Steel Negotiations in the Kennedy
Round.

Reluctant Alblon,

Some Elements of Negotiating Strategy.

Conclusion.

Next Sections of Report.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, in the two
previous sections of this review of the
major issues of the Kennedy round
of trade negotiations now ending in Ge-
neva, I discussed on April 10, 1967, Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD pages 8§800-8811
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and on April 13, 1967, CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD pages 9489-9501, the problems
in the agriculture sectors of the negotia-
tions. This discussion dealt more with
the future than the present. Most of the
agriculture problems I discussed will not
achieve any fundamental solution in the
Kennedy round. But the Kennedy round
can be said to have been a real step for-
ward in agriculture if it results in agree-
ments and institutions for continuous
discussion and negotiation on agriculture
policies. It will have laid the groundwork
for future international cooperation in
an area which has hitherto received only
national treatment.
INDUSTRY: THE “‘SECTORS"

In an area where shades of optimism
and pessimism are very delicate and very
refined, it is hazardous to make declara-
tive statements about the future. But
there can be significant tariff cutting
bargains on many “industrial” items in
the Kennedy round, if some real agri-
cultural bargains are reached. To be
sure, there are very difficult problems
still to be resolved even in industry ne-
gotiations, These difficulties are mainly
in the area of the so-called sectors—five
industry groups that have been treated
rather specially in these, the sixth
round of trade negotiations under the
General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade—GATT—because of the special
problems in those sectors.
SECTOR DISCUSSIONS A FORMAT FOR

TRADE NEGOTIATIONS?

The sectoral approach deserves some
special notice here. I have been con-
cerned lest the sectoral approach to the
negotiations provide the impetus for ar-
ranging new types of international car-
telization sponsored by governments—
a means by which countries could make
special trade deals for single product
groups that would violate our concepts
of antitrust legislation and of Govern-
ment subsidy, and which might violate
some of the essential principles of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

If this were so, the objective of ex-
panding international trade which de-
pends upon greater national and inter-
national fair competition, not less, would
be defeated. But this initial suspicious
reaction to the sector approach requires
a second look; the sector approach to
negotiations in these difficult industry
groups has proven to be advantageous.
Essentially it has been an incentive and
a forum for much greater study of the
economic realities of these specific in-
dustries, study that has not taken place
in previous trade negotiations.

This extensive sectoral economic anal-
ysis has made many realize the possibili-
ties in “harmonization”—a different
idea about what the outcome of sectoral
negotiations might be. Harmonization
means that in industry sectors where the
conditions and costs of production are
the same there should be an equaliza-
tion of tariff and nontariff barriers to
trade. In the coming sections the idea
of world harmonization in certain indus-
try sectors will be more fully explained.
Good or bad, it promises to be a future
trend in trade negotiations.

In our concentration on better “pack-
aged” sector negotiations in the Ken-

FUTURE
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nedy round we tend to forget that items
in the five sectors isolated for special
negotiation account for roughly 1,500 of
the nearly 6,000 items in the U.S. tariff
schedules. In “nonsector” items there
is the greatest optimism about tariff
cuts, but even here there are some spe-
cial problems. One of these is U.S.
adherence to a “linear cut” concept of
tariff negotiations, a concept proposed
in the Dillon round by the European
Community. A fundamental ground
rule of these negotiations, the linear cut
concept most simply means that all tar-
iff items except those specifically ex-
cepted from the negotiations will be sub-
ject to an equal percentage cut. The
goal of the Eennedy round was that this
linear cut be 50 percent ‘“across the
board” on all items not excepted.

In previous trade negotiations partici-
pants made selective offers. It was pos-
sible then for a participant to exclude
from negotiations any item in its tariff
schedule it might choose. For the
United States, this negotiating proce-
dure had left at least 400 items in the
U.S. tariff schedule unchanged by nego-
tiation—though about 40 percent of U.S.
imports enter duty free. The linear ap-
proach would eliminate the old bilateral,
item-by-item approach of the previous
five negotiating rounds under GATT.

The linear approach was essentially
the idea of the EEC itself. In the “Dil-
lon round,” or fifth round, in 1960-62,
the EEC had in fact proposed an across-
the-board or “linear" percentage cut.
The United States could not then ac-
cept this plan because its legislative au-
thority would not allow it. Having
accepted the linear approach in the
Kennedy round we found that approach
compromised from the outset.
“DISPARITIES"—TROUBLESOME TACTICAL FPROB-

LEM IN INDUSTRIAL NEGOTIATIONS

From the outset of the negotiations
the European Economic Community—
EEC—has proposed its own negotiating
ground rules for both agricultural and
industrial negotiations. These have
differed from the concepts of the nego-
tiations shared by other linear partici-
pating countries. I explained, in the
first section of this multipart report,
the EEC’s idea of the montant de soutien
and reference prices for agriculture
commodities.

ECRETEMENT

For industrial products, the EEC's pro-
posals have been based on the idea of
tariff “disparities.” The first concrete
EEC proposal based on the disparity
idea was called, in French, “ecretement”.
Ecretement means “depeaking.” Depeak-
ing as a negotiating plan, would have
established three classes of duties which
would be reduced according to certain
formulas.

For manufactured products duties
would have been reduced by 50 percent
of the difference between their existing
levels and 10 percent ad valorem. Since
the industrial tariff schedules of the
United States and the EEC arithmeti-
cally average about 12 to 13 percent,
adoption of the depeaking scheme for
manufactured products would have
meant that the largest cuts would have
occurred in high duties—peaks. The
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United States would have had to give
most under this plan, because our
schedules contain many peaks and many
valleys, whereas the tariff schedules of
the Community are ranged along a fairly
level plateau. There are, for example,
over 900 items in the U.S. schedules with
rates of at least 30 percent compared to
only a handful of such rates in the EEC
tariff schedule.

For semimanufactured products the
depeaking plan—*“ecretement”—would
have allowed duties to be cut by 50 per-
cent of the difference between existing
levels and 5 percent. And for raw ma-
terials the depeaking plan would have
allowed cuts by 50 percent of the differ-
ence between existing levels and zero.

Ecretement was rejected emphatically
by the United States and other negoti-
ants because it would have resulted in
an average duty cut of only about 15
percent. Coming early in the negotia-
tions, the ecretement proposal would
have meant such a deflation of the
American objective to negotiate cuts of
50 percent across the board that it was
unacceptable.

It has been argued that the ecretement
formulas proposed in 1963 could have
been liberalized through negotiation and
if so could have meant substantial tariff
cutting, perhaps as much as may be ob-
tained through the negotiations as they
are developing. But ecretement was in
one sense an effort to achieve interna-
tional harmonization of tariff rates,
which was not the purpose for which the
United States and other countries entered
the Kennedy round negotiations. And
there are indications that ecretement
was intended by the EEC merely as a
negotiating ploy.

THE SEARCH FOR A FORMULA FOR TARIFF

DISPARITIES

The ecretement proposal was designed
to deal with the problem of disparities.
When it was rejected the Community
found another means by which to express
its concern about the “disparate” differ-
ences between its tariff rates and those
of other countries. While the United
States took a major role in trying to re-
solve the disparities issue, it was, and
is, of equal or even greater importance
to other non-EEC countries.

Thus it became important to try to
define a tariff “disparity.” Broadly,
tariff disparities refer to the differences
between any two countries’ duty rates on
similar items. The EEC argued that the
linear—across-the-board 50 percent—
formula for cuts in all participants’ tar-
iffs would be unfair to them for the
following reasons.

First, an equal cut in high U.S. and
middle-level EEC rates would increase
U.S. exports to the Community much
more than EEC exports to the United
States.

Second, an equal cut would cause im-
ports into the EEC from third countries
to increase much more than such imports
into the United States. Thus, exports
from third countries would be diverted—
in relative terms—from the United States
to the EEC,

Third, the United States would end up
with many more high rates than the Six
and thus with greater bargaining power
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for future trade negotiations with the
EEC

For these reasons, the EEC argued that
there should be special rules for cutting
tariffs on items identified as disparities.
Thus it was necessary to determine pre-
cisely what items might be disparate
items. The fate of the negotiations could
have depended on the rules for deter-
mining what tariff items would qualify
for disparity treatment.

DISPARITY EXFLAINED

A broad definition of disparity would
mean that the linear cut concept, to
which the United States devoted so much
importance, would be significantly im-
paired. The disparity concept as con-
ceived by the Community would also
mean great damage to the trade interest
of third countries.

For example, if the EEC duty on door-
latches was 15 percent, the duty of Den-
mark was 5 percent and the duty of the
United States 50 percent, and Denmark
was a major supplier of doorlatches to
the EEC but not to the United States—
and therefore had great interest in re-
ducing the EEC 15 percent duty by 50
percent to 7.5 percent—the disparities
rule would hurt Denmark, not the United
States. Under such a disparities rule the
U.S. rate would be identified as disparate
and special rules would be used. The
United States would cut its rate from 50
to 30 percent, the EEC would cut from
15 to 12.5 percent, and Denmark would
not have to make a cut. This example
does not conform precisely to the EEC
disparities concept as it finally emerged,
but is a valid illustration of its effects.
The United States would not be affected
by the partial EEC cut, but Denmark’s
trade in doorlatches would not be im-
proved. The result would be an “un-
ravelling” of negotiations, wherein Den-
mark would withdraw its offers to the
EEC, which might also have been of
interest to the United States.

CRISES IN THE MINISTERIAL TALKS—
MAY 3-4, 1963

The ministerial talks of May 1963
were called to try to resolve the problems
that had arisen over the negotiating
ground rules. The May talks came very
near to collapse over the issue of how to
deal with disparities. To save the talks
a compromise position was agreed,
which was expressed in the public min-
isterial resolutions that were agreed at
the meeting. With regard to the negoti-
ation ground rules for industrial items,
the ministerial resolution endorsed the
linear concept by stating:

That . .. the tarlff negotiations . . . shall
be based upon a plan of substantial linear
tarif reductions with a bare minimum of
exceptions which shall be subject to con-
frontation and justification. The linear
reduction shall be equal,

But the disparities issue was given
recognition in the following compromise
language that followed the above resolu-
tion immediately:

In those cases where there are significant
disparities in tariff levels, the tariff reduc-

tions will be based upon special rules of gen-
eral and automatic application.

It was further specified that the term
“‘significant’” means “meaningful in trade
terms” and that the purpose of the
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special rule was to reduce the number of
disparities.

After extensive discussion of the dis-
parities problem the GATT Trade Ne-
gotiations Committee—TNC—the steer-
ing committee for the negotiations, re-
ported in December 1963 the majority of
participants’ views on the disparities is-
sue. They decided that significant dis-
parities should be only those items where
the high duty is not less than a certain
minimum percentage, say 30 percent,
and is at least 10 percent greater than
the same item in the low-duty country.
The United States, United Kingdom, and
EEC should be the only tariffs used for
the identification of disparately high rate
items. A disparity is significant only
when exports from the high-duty country
to the low-duty country are substantial;
total imports of the item into the low-
duty country from all sources are sub-
stantial; there are no substantial imports
into the high-duty country. If the low-
duty country produces the item and the
low-duty country maintains quota re-
strictions, disparities would not be
substantial.

These disparity rules were intended to
reduce the problem to manageable pro-
portions, eliminate much of the potential
damage to third countries, minimize
instances in which disparities might oc-
cur, and thereby maximize the use of the
linear cut rule.

The Community responded to the
TNC criteria with counterproposals, the
United States made further counter-
proposals, and the EEC responded again.
Finally, failing any real agreement ex-
cept that disparities must conform to
the language of the May 1963 ministerial
resolution, the effort to settle the
ground rules problem was dropped, and,
by the autumn of 1964, it was tacitly
agreed that the issue would be dealt with
pragmatically, as il arose during the en-
suing negotiations. To put the negotia-
tions in motion, the participating linear
countries tabled on November 17, 1964,
their “exceptions lists” containing items
they would not include in negotiations
under the 50-percent “linear” rule. One
reason given for EEC and Japanese ex-
ceptions was the so-called technology
gap, which I will describe below.

DISPARITIES REAPPEAR

In my report to the House of Repre-
sentatives in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
volume 111, part 9, pages 12360-12365, I
discussed the disparities issue in the con-
text of the tabling of exceptions lists.
At that time I observed that if the EEC
were to introduce disparities at a critical
and late point in the negotiations, the
success of the round could be severely
jeopardized. And were this to occur, the
EEC would in fact demonstrate finally
its intention that this great trade ex-
pansion effort should not realize its full
potential.

As I and others suspected, the EEC
has again come forward with a list of
disparities. This has not been a sur-
prise to our negotiators. Though there
has been no purposeful mention of dis-
parities for over a year, several months
ago in a negotiating session in Geneva
there was an indication by a Community
negotiator that a list of disparities would
be fortheoming.
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That new disparities list was tabled 3
weeks ago. Initially it was feared that
the list would be quite extensive and quite
damaging to the negotiations. Now it
appears that the list is not as damaging
as had been expected.

The list submitted contains over 200
‘“‘disparate” tariff items, not including
those found in the chemicals, steel, and
textile sectors, which would be dealt with
separately in any case. Many of these
disparate items are of interest to third
countries, not primarily the United
States. Those that are of major appli-
cation to the U.S. tariff will be subjected
to scrutiny to determine whether they
are significant in trade terms. It ap-
pears that these disparities can be han-
dled in such a way as to minimize their
impact on the negotiations and still allow
significant cuts even in those items that
are determined to be disparate.

It would appear that the United States,
through its unyielding resistance to ne-
gotiating plans based on the disparity
concept, has succeeded in minimizing to
insignificance a mnegotiating proposal
that would have meant that the United
States would give more in terms of per-
centage cuts than it received in per-
centage cuts from the other major par-
ticipants.

A NOTE ON THE “TECHNOLOGY GAP,” THE “BRAIN
DRAIN" AND ©U.S. DIRECT INVESTMENT IN
EUROPE
When in Europe in December, I dis-

cussed with economists, bankers, busi-
nessmen, educators, and officials the syn-
drome known as the “technology gap,”
and its symptom, the so-called “brain
drain.”

The subject is important to this dis-
cussion of trade negotiations and inter-
national trade relations because it has
been used as a reason by several Kennedy
round participants, notably the EEC
and Japan, for the failure to make offers
on certain industrial products. The fears
of some Europeans about their industry’s
competitive ability provides a reason for
resisting tariff and trade barrier reduc-
tions.

The technology gap, if it really exists,
is important to other groups of Euro-
peans and so to the Kennedy round for
another possible and countervailing
reason, As Europeans lower their tariff
and other barriers to trade, an important
incentive for American firms to set up
operations in the Community is lessened
thus leaving competition with American
firms on an international rather than a
domestic level and so lessening the threat
the Europeans see in American capital
taking over European production and
European brains without exporting
them.

Fear of the “technology gap” is also
important in the context of British ap-
plication for membership in the EEC.
The technology gap has already become
a pawn in the strategy to gain enfry. Ac-
cording to the Economist of January 21,
1967:

The political advantage for [Prime Minister
Wilson] of showing his zeal for European
technological togetherness is obvious enough.
So is the need to catch up with America.

This is an article of faith in the six common
market countries.
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Britain's technological strength ap-
pears to be one of its few trump cards in
its effort to join the Community. If used
without regard to the facts, the issue
could be damaging to the interest of
the United States, as well as to Britain.

Further, the question of the technology
gap and U.S. direct investment in Eu-
rope relates to significant monetary
policy issues and capital market issues
that I will also touch on below.

The technology gap will likely be
one of those issues that will remain im-
portant for some time to come. Exam-
ining European arguments about the
technology gap provide an excellent con-
trast with American attitudes about its
own competitiveness in world markets.

WHAT IS THE TECHNOLOGY GAP?

The technology gap is the idea that
American industry’s competitive strength
in the world and particularly in Europe
is magnified by the technological su-
periority of U.S. industry, and that
American technological capabilities are
growing at a greater rate than the tech-
nological resources of European industry.

The “brain drain,” or the attraction
of European scientists to work in the
United States is a symptom of U.S. tech-
nological, and managerial, superiority.
A scientist of any nationality wants to
be where the most exciting developments
in his field are taking place but he also
wants to be well paid, see his creativity
used, and be part of an aggressive, well
organized and well supplied research
unit. Like the technology gap, the
“brain drain” is a highly emotional sub-
ject. A British journal compared the
brain drain to “the 1970's equivalent of
the intellectual suicide to which Hitler’s
antisemitic policies condemned Ger-
many in the thirties.”

The inflated idea of the strength of
American technology and the competi-
tive edge it gives American industry has
developed mythlike, fairytale overtones.
These were described by Bernard Nossi-
ter in his article in the Washington Post
on February 13, 1967, in which he said
in part:

In European eyes, the United States is an
enormous machine, uniquely geared to ex-
ploit the flood of innovations pouring from
richly endowed laboratories of industry, uni-
versities and government.

As Europeans see us, everything favors the
single end of advances in production—a
climate that encourages research and inno-
vation and a chain of interlocked institutions
.. » This fantastic machine confronts the
world’s richest market and thus is in un-
paralleled position to defeat and control any
Icreig:n competlt.ors.

THE FUNDAMENTAL FPREOBLEM—DEVELOPING A
DYNAMIC MARKETPLACE ECONOMY

Some fundamental differences between
economic competition in Europe and
America are one reason why American
business competition seems so over-
whelming to some Europeans.

At the heart of the differences is the
concept of the function of the market-
place. In the United States the markets
where goods and services are bought and
sold act as laboratories not only for the
physical—actual—product but for the
techniques that have gone into making
that product. In the case of American
markets, one of these techniques is how
to distribute a product so that it appears
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in the best markets for the product. Itis
axiomatic that mass production is not
economically feasible without mass dis-
tribution.

Another technique in process of con-
stant development in the United States
is servicing; the expectation of being able
to have an item serviced after it is bought
is part of the sales appeal of the article
sold. Still another technique in which the
United States has been world leader is
that of consumer financing; the develop-
ment of systems by which consumers can
afford something today that they would
have had to buy later, or perhaps never.

Still another technique is that of fi-
nancing business expansions which de-
pend upon increasing and pooling the
savings of the people, thereby providing
ample and flexible capital markets.

Finally, Americans have overwhelming
advantage in efforts to perfect manage-
ment systems, means by which men can
operate more efficiently the business or-
ganizations that incorporate all the
above techniques and also conduct physi-
cal research and manufacture products.

Seen in this context, the American
marketplace is a unique laboratory where
testing different ideas about distributing,
servicing, and financing the sale of goods
and business expansion, and managing
or overseeing all these techniques, takes
place. All these competing techniques
have their test in the marketplace—and
the ultimate test is a consumer accept-
ance made potent by massive consumer
purchasing power. Indeed consumer
purchasing power has grown to such pro-
portion in the United States that the
economists are singling out a new index
called “consumer discretionary purchas-
ing power.” This signals the existence
of an economy increasingly based upon
plenty instead of one based upon scarcity.

Thus the marketplace is a laboratory
of the social sciences, the counterpart
of scientific laboratories where physical
research takes place. Expenditures for
new ways of distributing, servicing, fi-
nancing, and managing are therefore ex-
penditures for research and development
in the applied marketplace laboratory.
The index of business failures per year
becomes an index of a dynamic labora-
tory because as these “experiments’ fail
others succeed and new business experi-
ments are started up.

The above is a theoretical conception
of the role of the marketplace in a com-
petitive economy. That the American
marketplace actually does function this
way to a very large extent can be seen
in the successful distribution, servicing,
and financing techniques that work for
us every day, and their continued im-
provement.

The “inefficiencies of competition” that
monopolistic or oligopolistie business or-
ganizations seek to avoid are illusory.
These seeming duplications of expendi-
tures are different expenditures in the
nature of research and development.
They may or may not pay off in the ap-
plied laboratory of the marketplace, but
it is only through this testing that the
truth emerges.

CLOSE INTERCONNECTION BETWEEN TECHNOL-
OGY GAP AND U.S. DIRECT INVESTMENT

The myth of American industrial
omnipotence as it is spelled out means
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that the United States can both “defeat”
competition from foreign firms in its
own markets and ‘“take over” European
industry, particularly the new tech-
nology-based industries like computers.
In the myth, American corporations buy
up “hapless” European companies, pre-
empt European capital markets, and
loosen European control over European
investment. Such economic arguments
are combined with purely nationalistic
ones to create the prevailing imagery.
And the imagery is fed by examples like
the fact that “Belgium’s budget could be
financed from the profits of America's
top four firms,” or “the production of
the United States Steel Corp. is much
larger than the production of all British
steelmakers.”

Thus the technology gap seems to have
become a concern to Europeans as they
have experienced direct competition
from United States controlled firms in
European markets. It may be true that
American expenditure for research and
development is greater than European
expenditure. Certainly it is when we
understand that competition in the mar-
ketplace is itself research and develop-
ment. But this fact becomes a matter of
direct European concern only when there
is immediate, proximate competition
from American firms in European mar-
kets. In a sense the technology gap argu-
ments seem to be a new expression of old
“protectionist” sentiment, or of mercan-
tilism, the economic colonialism of the
18th century which tried physically to
stop the “brain drain” by preventing ar-
tisans from leaving England. This ex-
treme policy was of course proven worth-
less by the famous incident of the trans-
fer from England of textile weaving
technology, among others.

This picture of American competitive
strength and American intentions in
European and third markets, and of the
size of actual American direct private in-
vestment, is an unrealistic picture, as I
will show, and it has already had some
desirable and undesirable effects. It is
taken very seriously—just how seriously
is witnessed by an editorial article in
the Economist for January 21, 1967,
which, in discussing British technological
cooperation with Europe as an aspect of
British efforts to join the Common Mar-
ket, asserted:

European countries risk belng squeezed out
of the science-based industries, from aero-
space all the way down the line to machine
tools and scientific instruments. It may be
good for Europe to be automated in part, or
even largely, by American machinery, But it
cannot afford to be overwhelmingly depend-
ent on the Americans.

AMERICAN DIRECT INVESTMENT IN EUROPE I8
NOT OVERWHELMING

What are the facts about U.S. invest-
ment in Europe, in comparison with the
size of total European investment, and
with European investment in the United
States?

Of total U.S. direct private investment
abroad of $49.2 billion at the end of 1965,
$13.9 billion was invested in Europe—
excluding Britain—and $6.2 billion was
invested in the six member countries of
the Community. United States direct
investment in Britain totalled $5.1 bil-
lion.
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Since 1961 the portion of the annual
total of U.S. direct private foreign in-
vestment in Europe—including Britain—
has increased over that going to Canada,
Latin America, and other countries. The
annual rate of new investment in-
creased from about $1.1 billion in 1960
to about $3.5 billion in 1966. U.S. in-
vestment in Latin America, by contrast,
increased from an annual rate of about
$580 million in 1960 to only about $1.25
billion in 1966, far short of Alliance for
Progress objectives.

But even though the share of U.S. pri-
vate investment that is placed in Europe
is increasing, in relative terms it is not
yet very large. For example, according
to statistics in the Economist of Decem-
ber 17, 1966, page 1255, the U.S. share in
new investment in Europe in 1966 was
on the average only about 6 percent of
all new investment in those countries.
By the end of 1965 the total of U.S. direct
investments in Common Market coun-
tries was $585 million in Belgium and
Luxembourg, $1.6 billion in France, $2.4
billion in Germany, $972 million in Italy,
and $598 million in the Netherlands, ac-
cording to data supplied by the Census
Bureau and published in Senate Foreign
Relations Committee hearings on Febru-
ary 27, 1967, page 28.

DIRECT AND SBELECTIVE

Compared to total European invest-
ment in the United States, U.S. invest-
ment in Europe is much less than fright-
ening. In fact, total U.S, private invest-
ment in Europe is less than total Europe-
an private investment in the United
States.

At the end of 1965, Western European
assets in the United States totaled $34.1
billion compared with total—direct and
portfolio—American investment in Eu-
rope of $29.6 billion. But there are two
essential differences between the two.
European investment is primarily in U.S.
portfolio securities and it is generalized
in a broad range of issues. American in-
vestment is direct, and it is selective; that
is, it is concentrated in certain industries.

Thus, 47 percent of U.S. investment in
Europe was direct—in American-owned
plant and machinery on European soil;
but only 18.5 percent of Europe’s invest-
ment in the United States was direct.

The selectivity of U.S. investment is
also clear. In France, Britain, and Ger-
many, U.S. investment is concentrated in
carbon black, computers, cars, and pe-
troleum. In these three countries, 40
percent of American direct investment is
accounted for by three firms, Esso, Gen-
eral Motors, and Ford. In all of Western
Europe, 20 American firms account for
two-thirds of American investment.

Can American industry really be the
ogre it is pietured to be? Most likely not.
Especially when one considers the size
and wealth of the markets and econo-
mies of the six members of the EEC,
combined with the eight members of the
European Free Trade Association.

A FUNDAMENTAL EUROPEAN AMBIVALENCE—
THE DYNAMIC ROLE OF AMERICAN INVESTMENT

There are certain signs also that, at
bottom, there is an essential ambivalence
in the European attitude about American
direct investment. At heart Europeans
want exactly what we have achieved, and
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they know that they can get it from us
in several ways. The most effective way
to get what they need—technology, capi-
tal, distribution, and marketing tech-
niques—is American direct investment.
Direct investment thus becomes a way
of contributing the best of American in-
dustry to European industrial activity.
Other ways of gaining U.S. know-how
are licensing U.S. patents and hiring the
services of our consulting and engineer-
ing firms.

Several incidents reveal the essential
desire of Europeans to have what we can
provide. Belgium has undertaken a con-
certed effort to increase U.S. investment
in its industrially antique former coal-
mining regions by means of subsidized
loans. The United Kingdom offers hand-
some incentives to firms that invest in
its depressed industrial areas. General
Electric Corp. has been allowed to re-
gain control of General Electrica Espan-
ola, which it had helped found in 1929,
but which it had to divest when Franco
came to power. GE will invest large
sums in modernizing its old Spanish af-
filiate.

In Britain, Chrysler Corp. was allowed
to acquire controlling interest in the big
auto manufacturer, Rootes, Ltd., in spite
of a brooding feeling that Rootes must
be “kept British.” Had Chrysler not
been permitted to acquire control of
Rootes it would have folded under the
weight of huge losses. Chrysler has
helped the British economy, if the re-
organization of the company succeeds;
the American firm will have invested
over £45 million sterling when its capital
reconstruction program is complete, a big
bailout even for the British Government
had it decided to so commit itself.

THE COMPETITION EFFECT

Another factor that leads me to coun-
sel a calmer approach to the technology
gap as brought home by U.S. direct in-
vestment in Europe are indications that
such investment has had a very healthy
effect on competition. Profit margins
for American companies in Europe have
fallen nearer to earnings on capital in-
vestment in the United States, which
have themselves tended to rise particu-
larly since 1961. This would indicate
that European business has become more
competitive, that much of the cream has
been skimmed off the milk, and that fu-
ture profits will be fought for. This
competition effect cannot but have had a
healthy, though perhaps painful, effect
on European—including British—indus-
try as a whole.

SOME CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE FROBLEM

First, it seems that the fear of the
technology gap is more a fear of the role
U.S. investment in European industrial
activity, even though there are dispari-
ties between rates of investment in re-
search. Second, it should be clear that
U.S. investment has a relatively small
place in European industry as a whole,
though U.S. interest is concentrated in a
few “visible” industries. Third, it would
also seem that U.S. investment has pro-
vided not only capital but also new tech-
nology and new managerial ability, and
that the net effect may be a more com-
petitive European industry.
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EUROFEANS ARE TAKING STEPS

The European response to U.S. direct
investment and the technology gap has
been uncoordinated. There have heen
attempts at joint industrial efforts. The
Anglo-French supersonic aircraft Con-
corde was partly justified on the grounds
that it would provide seed-ground for in-
digenous European research, and there is
a joint British-French development con-
tract for large computers. Italian For-
eign Minister Amintore Fanfani has pro-
posed a cooperative sharing venture with
the United States, somewhat reminiscent
of a new technological Marshall plan.
Other efforts are being tried, such as the
European Launcher Development Orga-
nization and the Center for European
Nuclear Research—CENR—an effort at
joint research in pure science. President
Johnson has done his part by appoint-
ing an advisory committee under his
science adviser, Dr. Horning, an in-
dication of U.S. willingness fo give at
least token consideration to European
complaints.

But the exaggerated awareness of the
“presence” of American industry in Eu-
rope has led to some rather exaggerated
responses in another respect.

In their whipped-up desire to protect
their science-based firms, Europeans are
taking a deep new interest in their
large technologically oriented companies
rather as tools of national economic
competition. The sensible French Gov-
ernment attitude toward General Elec-
trie’s acquisition of Machines Bull begins
to crack now that it seems to GE that
the type of computers produced by Ma-
chines Bull will have to be phased out.
The threatened disappearance of Ma-
chines Bull as an innovative force in the
French economy is at best discomfitting
to the French. They feel that they could
be about to lose a national asset.

NEW “EAST INDIES"” COMPANIES

Science-based industries are ever
more dependent on Government aid in
various forms, and in turn governments
depend on them: “in a whole host of
major industries, from coal and steel
and aviation to nuclear energy and cars
and computers, the trend is toward one
or two national firms that are treated
as national assets: they have become the
chosen instruments of their govern-
ments. This means that commercial
rivalries are in a sense nationalized,”
said the Economist on page 197 of the
issue of January 21, 1967. It would seem
that, for different reasons, a breath of the
days of the old trading companies royally
chartered for the exploitation of foreign
colonies, a symbol of the mercantilist era,
has returned.

THE CAPITAL MAREETS PROBLEM

One of the big European objections to
American investment in Europe is that it
has preempted European private capital
resources. This is a very telling argu-
ment because it has been the policy of the
U.S. administration, as part of its justifi-
cation for programs of voluntary control
of U.S. direct and portfolio foreign in-
vestment, to try to help develop more
adequate European capital markets.

The result of these U.S. programs has
not been to help develop more adequate
European capital markets, rather the re-
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sult has been pressure on U.S. firms to

discover newer and more ingenious ways

of raising the capital they need from for-
eign sources.

European capital markets will not be
developed by American investment con-
trol policies, and they cannot for reasons
to be found in Europe itself. These
reasons were explored in a recent report
by Dr. Claudio Segre to the EEC Finance
Ministers.

CAPITAL MARKET DEVELOPMENT IS A EUROPEAN
PROBLEM, WORSENED BY U.8. INVESTMENT
CONTROLS
The Segre study pointed out that the

key obstacle to developing more ade-
quate capital markets is the dominance
of European public enterprise in many
European economies. Subsidized public
service force public enterprises to bor-
row very heavily in Europe’s domestic
capital markets. Their securities issues
are given priority over other new issues,
they are subject to favorable tax rates
and commission charges. Certain types
of investors are required by law to buy
these issues.

If European public enterprises were
forced to bid competitively in domestic
capital markets much more room would
be left for filling the capital needs of
European industry, and in turn, Euro-
pean private industry would be better
able to compete with American industry,
which can still invest a lot of capital in
Europe, even under the U.S. voluntary
control programs.

But essentially Europe must allow—
among other measures—privately fund-
ed savings techniques, personal or insti-
tutional, such as insurance—annuities—
and private pension plans, to develop in-
stead of government pay as you go so-
cial security programs which generate no
real savings.

WHAT EFFECTIVE MEASURES TO HELF NARROW

THE GAP?

I cannot expect Europeans convinced
of their inequality with American enter-
prise and at the same time jealous of
maintaining ownership of their produec-
tive facilities unquestioningly to accept
as a solution to the technology gap great-
ly increased American investment.
Neither can Europeans expect Americans
to accept their arguments for aid with-
out looking more closely into the causes
of the problem.

IS THERE A TECHNOLOGY GAP?

In fact, European science is producing
technological advances—according to a
report by Miss Alena Wells in the Journal
of Commerce of January 31, “A review of
basic processes used on both sides of the
Atlantic will ind that the European con-
tribution in the past decade or so has
been sizable. There is every indication
that this contribution will increase even
faster in years to come.” The article
cited fundamental advances in chemi-
cals, fibers, glass, and steelmaking.
Notably these developments are all in
the realm of manufacturing—not in the
distributive, marketing, fiscal and man-
agerial skills discussed above.

Where the technology gap is meaning-
ful is in research and development in the
skills of distribution, servicing, financing
and management, because the market-
place has not been recognized by Euro-
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pean businessmen and economists as be-
ing a laboratory where research and de-
velopment in these skills goes on. What
is competition but a means for trial and
error testing of better distributing, serv-
icing, financing and management meth-
ods?

AN INSTITUTIONAL GAP AND A MANAGERIAL GAP

My inquiries in Europe showed that
several root causes must be addressed.

The first is in regard to European uni-
versity systems as they affect pure and
applied research. The tenure and au-
thority of university professors is said to
inhibit innovation; there is said to be
little cooperation, particularly in France,
among universities, governments, and in-
dustry, Laboratories and other facilities
are said to be out of date, and it is there-
fore hard to keep good men who are en-
ticed both by European industry and by
America. In France :he shortage is ex-
acerbated by the drain on the bes’ talent
of the French nuclear effort.

One of the problems of the technology
gap and “brain drain” is an institutional
one—creating a proper environment with
adequate remuneration for scientists and
scientific research. This problem, it
would seem to me, is zapable of being
resolved by imaginative European action.
As an institutional problem it has been
discussed by a British physicist as a lack
of connection between technology and
management.

The fact seems to be that, while there
is now good European research in prog-
ress in many areas, there is little devel-
opment of research into useful technol-
ogy, technology that can be sold in the
form of consumer products in wide mar-
kets. The dearth of European institutions
for teaching management techniques
symbolizes the idea of a “managerial
gap,” a problem that the Business and
Industry Advisory Committee—BIAC—to
the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development has sought to
remedy. There are now signs that some-
thing is being done to mend this gap in
the teaching of management techniques.

According to Christopher Layton in an
“Atlantic Paper” published by the At-
lantic Institute titled Trans-Atlantic In-
vestments, page 94:

The history of the last fifty years does not
suggest that Europe is likely to suffer from a
“concentration of “way-out” or ‘“pure” re-
search in the United States. Again and again,
European brains have pioneered fundamental
discoveries and Innovations, which were later
developed in the United States. The problem
for Europe is to improve and accelerate the
practical application of its new ideas. Ameri-
can firms operating on both continents stress
that, while their European laboratories are
most fertile in ideas, they are frequently ap-
plied in one-third to one-half the time at
home in the United States.

EUROPEAN COMPANY LAW INHIBITS BIGNESS

Another problem, much more knotty,
is the effect of corporate organization on
research and development by businesses.
If size is prerequisite to large research
and development. expenditures, which is
doubtful as a rule of thumb, then it would
follow that with mergers the business or-
ganizations of the six EEC countries
would become, technologically, more
fecund. The whole problem of bigness be-
longs to another area of discussion, but
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it is clear that some bigness produces
the capacity for effective research,
whether or not it produces actual results.
In the United States it is estimated that
only 4 percent of firms employing less
than 1,000 workers do research. About
85 percent of all industrial research ex-
penditure is done by firms with over
5,000 employees.
DEVELOPING “EUROPEAN" BUSINESSES

There are several barriers to the re-
organization of European industry of
sufficient interest to outline briefly here.
Of first importance is the problem of
taxation., When a European company
goes out of business, in order to merge
with another company for example, it
must declare a liquidation. Assets that
were formerly undervalued have to be
revalued and then taxed. The resulting
tax payments may act as a major disin-
centive to such mergers. Capital mar-
ket controls in some European countries
discriminate against foreign companies
even if they originate in another EEC
member country.

A second reason are the differences
among the company laws of the six Com-
mon Market members. Historically,
European nations did not develop com-
pany law in symphony as they did other
areas of law, because the Napoleonic
Code, which was applied to all of the Six
for varying periods, did not provide con-
cepts of corporate personality and
limited liability. Efforts are now under-
way at technical level to draft a uniform
company law within the community, but
several differing attitudes toward this
development now prevent EEC action.
One group would prefer a uniform com-
pany law adopted as a standard Com-
munity regulation. Another group, led
by France, would prefer that the six
countries each adopt similar national
company laws.

The result of the confusion about com-
pany law is that very few “European”
companies have developed. Instead, there
is a frantic movement toward agglomer-
ations of national firms—concentration
is therefore taking place within the
framework of existing national laws.

PSYCHOLOGICAL BARRIER

Yet a third factor is psychological.
Some observers argue that European en-
terprise has not yet achieved that stage
of maturity that would allow it to feel
secure enough to forge effective transna-
tional corporate entities.

Though I question this latter theory,
it prompts me to my final observation
on this subject and to concur with the
conclusion of Secretary of Defense Mec-
Namara in a recent speech. The tech-
nology gap exists to some extent, but is
in fact a disguise for what I prefer to call
the “managerial gap.” The problem is
one of transmitting existing and new
European technology into products, and
then of creating a market for new prod-
ucts by skillful marketing, distributing,
and servicing organizations. This re-
quires very highly skilled managers and
management systems.

Other nations have managed to obtain
industrial technology and thereby attain
international competitiveness. Japan
has developed a profoundly important
self-sustaining industrial technology,
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and contrary to popular myth, it was
not done by stealing and copying U.S.
ideas. U.S. technology once patented
for public information is available for
license. Our managers and their skills
are available for hire. Our management
training schools are willing to train for-
eign students. Our advertising capabil-
ities are available worldwide. Hope-
fully our capital will soon again be able
to be invested where it is most needed—
where demand for it is greatest. In this
context it is difficult not to view with
skepticism pleas that we ‘“share” our
technology with European industry,
much of which is extremely competitive
with our own.

THE TECHNOLOGY GAP AND FOST EKENNEDY

ROUND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS WITH EUROPE

If the Eennedy round is successful—
that is, if there is a significant lowering
of European and British tariffs and trade
barriers—U.S. private investment in Eu-
rope may prove less necessary than it had
previously been. It is in fact expected
that one result of a successful Kennedy
round will be a diminished incentive to
establish operations within the Commu-
nity. Were this to occur, some of the
immediate technological inferiority felt
by European industry might also some-
what diminish, but so would some op-
portunity for obtaining American tech-
nology.

But European opinion is now mobi-
lized. Plans are formulated to try to in-
crease the competitiveness of European
industry and to promote research.
Much as the fear of meaningful Soviet
competition in the economic and scien-
tific fields spurred the United States to
reexamine its scientific educational in-
stitutions and become concerned with
maintaining consistently high growth
rates and developing space technclogy,
American competition with Europe has
already provided a strong incentive for
reexamination and change in Europe.

U.S. self-interest should be in seeing
that these changes are not misdirected.
The tendency toward the mercantilist
pampering of a few firms as part of na-
tional economic arsenals is not healthy.
Developments such as these give real
cause for competing American indus-
tries, not at all the greedy giants they
are pictured to be, to claim that their
European counterparts operate under
unfair competitive advantages—special
incentives provided them by their gov-
ernments. This in turn makes fair com-
petition on an expanded world scale a
more difficult goal to attain.

But I am pessimistic about the future
of European technological development
because of the direction European efforts
have taken. Essentially Europeans have
tried to “catch up” with the United
States in fields where we are well in ad-
vance. They are thus repeating Ameri-
can research already done and outdated.
Instead, they should be forging ahead in
new areas where American research is
lacking—and there are many such areas.

At the same time there are areas where
American policy can help strengthen the
European scientific and research base,
without special programs of cooperation.
American firms with European sub-
sidiaries should be willing to carry out
research in those European affiliates. In
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the Stanford Research Institute’s Long-
Range Planning Report No, 198, R. and
D. in Europe, is data that indicate that
of 200 firms with European operations,
only 4 percent did research in Europe.
American firms should reexamine their
policies toward doing research in their
foreign subsidiaries, to determine
whether it may be not only in the inter-
est of their foreign “host” governments,
but also in the interest of their foreign
operations to engage in more research
and actively to attempt to develop that
research for market.

The United States can only stand to
benefit from a flowering of pure and ap-
plied research in Europe. Such original
research can only enrich the entire free
world economy, including the economy
of the United States. We should do noth-
ing to impede the development of Euro-
pean strength in research, and we should
take sound steps to encourage it.

Above all, Europe must start doing
research and development in distribut-
ing, servicing, financing, and manage-
ment. This it can do only by establish-
ing the laboratories in which this re-
search can be conducted—where new
economic ideas can be tested—namely,
the fair, competitive marketplace. The
political-bureaucratic system, no matter
how well structured by the ablest politi-
cal scientists, and administered by the
ablest political pragmatists—the politi-
cians and the bureaucrats, is a sorry sub-
stitute for the competitive and honest
marketplace where all citizens may cast
their economic ballots for or against the
goods and services offered by the inno-
vators.

IN THE EENNEDY ROUND CONTEXT

The problem of the “technology gap”
has been of interest here from several
points of view, not just as it reflects on
the Kennedy round. Just as the Eennedy
round involves not merely bargaining
on tariffs and other trade barriers, but
relates to the industrial development of
the entire free world, so it must also
comprehend problems like the tech-
nology gap, especially since the “tech-
nology gap” syndrome will, for many
Europeans and for many Americans,
shape future attitudes and policies of
relations with the United States.

In the next sections of this speech I
will deal with the first of the sector ne-
gotiations discussed above—iron and
steel.

IRON AND STEEL

Of the five industrial sectors isolated
for special treatment in the Kennedy
round, that of iron and steel is one of
the most difficult and controversial.

In the United States, the ratio of
steel mill product imports to domestic
consumption has risen from about 5 per-
cent in 1962 to about 11 percent in 1966.
The European Community steel industry
is suffering from overcapacity, from cost-
ly sources of supply of coking coal and
from problems of the organization of its
corporate units. In the United Kingdom
the future of steel is clouded by the na-
tionalization of the steel industry and
by a complex of other problems. Mean-
while, Japan, now the leader in steel
technology as applied to steel production,
is expanding its capacity in order to
supply future export demand.
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The pressures that these conditions
create on the Kennedy round steel sector
negotiations have made steel a sensitive
area for negotiations. It may be that
these pressures will prevent sueccessful
negotiations. But there is still reason
both for the United States and other
countries to press them to a productive
conclusion.

WHAT CAN THE UNITED STATES GAIN IN

STEEL SECTOR NEGOTIATIONS?

‘The conditions of U.S. production and
trade in steel mill products are such that
some have questioned what U.S. interest
in steel negotiations can be. And, be-
cause the United States has no real ex-
port interest in steel mill products, it is
difficult to define exactly our interest in
obtaining cuts in other nations’ steel
tariffs.

One reason for our interest is that, by
attempting to “keep steel in the negotia-
tions,” we expand the total value of the
negotiations and prevent unravelling.
Another is that we might extract a quid
pro quo in terms of cuts in other nations’
duties on our machinery—products made
from steel. Another motive is that, by
getting significant reductions in other
nations’ tariffs we might divert Japanese
exports to other markets than our own.
Finally, by cutting other nations’ steel
duties the United States may obtain lee-
way to develop a substantial future ex-
port market.

THE SECTOR APPROACH AND THE IDEA OF

YHARMONIZATION"

The special circumstances surround-
ing world trade in steel, clear almost
from the start of the present negotia-
tions, were enough to convince the Di-
rector-General of GATT, Eric Wynd-
ham-White, to include iron and steel in
his industrial sector negotiating scheme
implemented early in 1965. Today these
special circumstances seem so compelling
that there has been thought that, in-
stead of negotiating on rates of duty ac-
cording to a hypothetical linear or per-
centage cut concept, there should be an
effort to “harmonize” tariff and other
barriers to world trade in steel products.

As I pointed out above, harmoniza-
tion is an approach which when first sug-
gested I viewed with great skepticism.
But there is a certain logic to “harmon-
izing” nations’ tariff and other-than-
tariff trade barriers in certain industries,
like steel, where it would seem that tech-
nology, conditions and costs of produc-
tion could be quite standard.

Such harmonization would rot require
special sectoral trade deals—it could be
accomplished according to traditional
muitilateral, nondiscriminatory rules
for negotiations and should be consid-
ered a sequel to present trade negotia-
tions that is worthy at least of
exploration.

The following account will show why
such an approach is in fact being con-
sidered. I will explore below some of
the more important aspects of the com-
petitive problems facing the U.S.
steel industry. Then I will discuss
current problems of production in the
European Coal and Steel Community—
ECSC—for these have great bearing on
the steel sector negotiations. Then I will
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discuss the negotiations as they reflect
and in a sense focus the various elements
of national steel sector malaise.

The following analysis of the problems
of the U.S. industry is unusually long
for this report on the Kennedy round.
But the steel industry has asked its gov-
ernment for special help to protect it
from imports, and this special request
should receive the bright light of open
discussion and debate. For purposes of
this debate I will discuss candidly some
of the problems I see for American steel
production.

I8 U.S. STEEL INTEENATIONALLY
COMPFETITIVE?

The years roughly since 1960 have been
for the U.S. steel industry a pe-
riod of great change and internal re-
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examination. Increased imports most
notably in 1965 and 1966 only brought
to national attention the problems of
this troubled industry, Increased imports
were the concrete evidence of what had
become widely known and reported
much earlier: the industry as a whole
had become backward in adopting new
technology. A highly concentrated in-
dustry which has been called oligopolis-
tie, the steel industry in the period be-
fore 1960 had meaningful competition
from alternative materials such as plas-
tics and other metals, and no real com-
petition from imported steel. The follow-
ing table shows imports of steel mill
products as a percentage of domestic
consumption since 1956. It also shows
the attendant decline of exports:

Steel mill producls—Domestic producers’ shipments, imporls, exports, and apparent con-
sumption, 1956-66

Apparent Ratio of
Year Net Tmports Exportst consum imports to
shipments tion consump-
tion
Short tons Shorl tons Short tons Short tons FPercent
1956 _ 83, 251, 168 1, 340, 746 4, 347,908 B0, 244, 011 L7
1057 70, 804, 577 1,154, 831 b5, 347, 678 75, 701, 730 L5
1958 2 59, 914, 433 1,707, 130 2,822,910 58, T98, 853 2.9
1959 4 09,37? 067 4, 396, 354 1, 676, 652 72, 096, 769 6.1
1960 _ 71,148, 218 3, 3568, 752 2,977,278 71, 530, 662 4.7
1961 66, 125, 505 8,163, 233 1, 989, 552 67,229,168 4.7
3, B e g 70, 552, 438 4,100, 039 2,012, 500 72,639, 887 b6
1963. . 5, 555, 142 5, 446, 326 2, 170, 638 78, 822, 030 6.9
1064___ 84, 044, 876 6, 430, 635 3, 280, 721 88, 103, 790 7.8
1965 & 92, 6686, 182 10, 383, 021 2, 496, 030 100, 553, 164 10.3
1066__ . £9, 995, 301 10, 752, 878 1, 723, 981 99, 024, 288 10.9
1967:
7 ¥ 7, 202, 000 782, 000 205,000 | 7,869, 000 9.9
February 6, 531, 000 T44, 000 100, 000 7, 085, 000 10.5

1An 1ncreasln§hpi;uportlon of total annual exports have been financed by AID. In 1965 probably about half of U.8.
cal

exports were in

2 Represents shipments, plus imports, minus exports, and thus does not reflect changes in producers’ or consumers’

Inventories.
¥ Recession year.

4 Great bulk of steal industry closed down during 116-day strike.

i Btrike threat existed for 1st 8 months of the year.

Source: Shipments from American Iron & Steel Institute; imports and exports compiled by American Iron & Steel
Institute from data published by the U.8. Department of Commerce,

Leaving aside for the moment the rea-
son for the import increases, these data
substantiate the following analysis from
Fortune magazine’s article on steel in the
October 1966 issue, page 135:

In the late 1950s and early 1960s the in-
dustry was dying. It prepared itself for dying
in the decade 1947-57, when it expanded its
ingot capacity by 42,200,000 tons or 463
percent, Setting aslde the question whether
the blame lay with bad management or a
cruel fate, the fact is that much of this new
capacity was in effect obsolete when it was
built, The new plant certainly didn’t do
much for the industry’s productivity. Be-
tween 1947 and 1957 it rose altogether only
20 percent, or between 1.8 and 1.9 percent
a year compounded; meanwhile employment
costs were increasing 105.8 percent, or almost
7.5 percent annually. During that period,
steel-mill product prices zoomed up 101.7
percent, as compared with a rise of 21.9 per-
cent for all commodities.

The spiralling costs and prices of steel left
an irresistible opening for competitors, and
they moved in fast . . . By the end of the
1950s the U.S. was changing from a net ex-
porter to a net Importer of steel.

IS THE U.S, INDUSTRY OUTPRICED?

The increased competition of the 1960’s
brought response in massive capital ex-
penditures for modernization. In speak-
ing of such spending before a congres-
sional breakfast on February 8, 1967,
United States Steel Corp. Chairman
Worthington said:
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Last year, these capital expenditures ex-
ceeded 2 billion dollars; and we expect that
they may be as great or greater in the current
year. Yet even these enormous outlays are
inadequate now to take full advantage of
existing technology, and they show little
promise of growing at anything like the pace
of the increase in our knowledge of steel
products and production methods,

In spite of this effort to catch up
American steel is generally conceded to
be not yet competitive internationally in
terms of price, though it is to be proved
whether U.S. steel is competitive in terms
of cost. International production cost
and price comparisons are notoriously
difficult to make accurately, though
there have been attempts to do so for
major industries. One of the problems in
the steel industry case appears to be
determining what actual transaction
prices are, as opposed to published list
prices for steel mill products; another is
that prices for basic steel products are
modified by the addition of numerous
“‘extras” which make it difficult to de-
termine average sale prices.

In spite of these difficulties, it is con-
cluded by at least one study that list
prices of both Japanese and ECSC steel
products are below those of the United
States in all basic products except hot
rolled sheets and cold rolled sheets. It
has also been concluded that the spreads
between actual prices in the United
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States and Japan and the ECSC are
almost certainly greater than those be-
tween their list price counterparts. It is
believed that ECSC and Japanese actual
prices were below list by some 20 to
30 percent, whereas U.S. transaction
prices were lower than list by much less,
perhaps only 5 percent. It seems fair to
conclude on this basis that ECSC and
Japanese producers can sell from much
lower average transaction price bases.
THE AMERICAN PROCESSOR'S DILEMMA

These conclusions are borne out by the
experience of a small American processor
of steel products who recently visited my
ﬁfﬂce and whose experience I will relate

ere.

The firm in question buys mill steel,
performs a fairly standard processing
operation, and sells the steel to its final
bulk users. Because his is a competitive
industry, the price of the basic mill steel
is extremely important as a determinant
of the competitiveness of the processed
product.

Pressure on this firm to buy imported
steel became intensive during the long
strike threat in 1965, but it nonetheless
resisted buying imported steel. In the
first place, the firm had dealt with nearby
U.8. suppliers consistently and was rela-
tively sure of ready supply on request.
Secondly, it distrusted the quality of the
Japanese product.

However, an inspection visit to Japan
revealed very high quality steel produc-
tion and such great technical skill that
the U.S. firm became convinced of Jap-
anese mastery in the art of steelmaking.
And this steel could be delivered at
22 percent less than any U.S. corpora-
tion’s delivered price.

The decision to buy imported steel was
therefore unavoidable, and the propor-
tion of foreign steel to domestic steel used
by this firm has increased in 3 years to
about 50 percent of its total usage of
“raw” steel, Imported steel will, however,
probably not be used for any more than
50 percent of the firm’s needs because
it does not wish to become reliant on pos-
sibly uncertain foreign sources for the
bulk of its raw material needs. But, once
having begun to buy imported steel, and
having become familiar with the chan-
nels of trade in such steel, the psychologi-
cal and commercial obstacles to pur-
chasing have diminished.

More importantly, the firm's competi-
tors have also begun using lower priced
imported steel. It would be almost impos-
sible for the firm in question now to re-
turn to purchasing domestic steel entire-
ly and yet remain competitive.

Another visitor to my office has re-
counted his visit to the works of a very
large American steel corporation, and his
observations tend to confirm the impres-
sion that in terms of applied technology
the U.S. steel industry has a few steps to
go to catch up. Here the person in ques-
tion saw one of the most delicate of the
steelmaking operations—the tapping of a
furnace. He was surprised at the degree
of skill this operation required from the
workmen. But he was even more sur-
prised to learn that the Japanese have
so perfected this operation as to be able
to “tap” both sides of the furnace at
once, whereas in the United States this
is done only on one side.
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But there are indications I will dis-
cuss below that U.S. industry is in the
throes of major technological advance
on at least four important fronts.

THE REASONS FOR INCREASED CONSUMPTION OF
FOREIGN STEEL

We can conclude from the above that
foreign steelmakers are able to make
high quality steel and sell it at cheaper
prices than American producers. Part of
this price competitiveness results from
genuine technical achievement. But
putting aside for the moment other rea-
sons why foreign steelmakers may be
able to underprice U.S. producers, it
seems obvious from available data that
imported steel had found a market in
the United States not just because of
price but because of threatened conti-
nuity of American supplies.

The above table relating imports to
domestic consumption of steelmill prod-
ucts indicated some of the main rea-
sons why imports rose suddenly in
certain years. The big rise from a ratio
of imports to domestic consumption of
2.9 percent in 1958 to 6.1 percent in
1960 probably was the result of a long
strike and the period of hedging that
preceded it. The big rise from 7.3 per-
cent in 1964 to 10.3 percent by the end
of 1965 seems to have been the result of
the strike threat during the first 8
months of that year.

The fact of strike threats may explain
sudden rises in imports, but does not
explain away the basic competitiveness
of the imported steel mill product. Im-
ports may in fact have filled essential
elements of demand in this country,
without which there would have been
higher steel prices, shortages of defense
materials, and less competitive incen-
tive., I will discuss below pricing prac-
tices that may account not only for the
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effort to invest and innovate that has
taken place, and is a sign that the steel
industry has more than held its own
against competing materials. Thus the
facts show that though the portion of
the U.S. market taken by imports is
larger, the total pie has increased so
much that there has been no damage fo
the industry. Instead there has been
growth.
IMPORTS DECREASING

Another reason for a more balanced
view is that imports in the first 2
months of 1967 have declined from the
high levels of the last 2 months of
1966. Imports in January and February
of 1967 are to be sure higher than they
were in January and February 1966, but
the point is that they have stopped in-
creasing and are now decreasing.

As late as March this year it would
have been possible to say that the all-
time production records set in 1966
would be repeated. According to data
published in February by the American
Iron and Steel Institute, the index of
production for the final week in Febru-
ary was at 138.6, compared with 132 for
February a year earlier. Now, however,
because of the uncertain future of the
economy and the role of lower automo-
bile consumption in that dimmer eco-
nomic picture, steel production probably
will not match record 1965-66 levels. The
variables in such predictions are enor-
mous, but some people have projected
that 83 million tons will be shipped in
1967 compared to the 90 million tons
shipped in 1966. There may also be the
possibility that imports will increase if
the construction industry increases its
activity, because of the large amount of
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imported steel reinforcing bars used in
U.S. construction. The economic picture
ahead is therefore somewhat cloudy at
present. But to date, from data now
available, there appears to be no damage
to the steel industry from imports. In
fact, shipments have increased 1 percent
to 2 percent over comparable months last
year, even though production has de-
creased about 4 percent.

NO DAMAGE FROM IMPORTS

In his statement to Members of Con-
gress on February 8, United States Steel
Chairman Worthington said that “more
than 70,000 steelworker jobs alone, and
many thousands of additional jobs in
supporting industries” were being lost to
imports. In fact, during 1966 it is well
known that the United States Steel Corp.
was unable to employ enough workers in
the Chicago area—it is said that that
corporation was “going begging” for
good labor.

In fact, there have been shortages of
workers in an industry where total em-
ployment increased from 405,924 in 1961
to 458,539 in 1965, where average annual
shipments per production worker—or
productivity—increased from 162.9 net
tons in 1961 to 202.1 net tons in 1965,
making U.S. steel labor productivity the
highest by far in the world, in accord-
ance with high U.8. wage scales—which
have nonetheless increased less fast than
steel worker wages in other countries.
In the last month, however, there have
been perhaps as many as 2,000 workers
laid off as a probable result of decreased
auto demand. The exact amount of un-
employment seems difficult now to deter-
mine exactly.

The data referred to follow:

U.8. steel indusiry labor productivity

rise in imports but for the drop in U.S. Ingot pro- Product Average Average Average
EXPORTR b (000 sk, | 000 nee | Duoaretion | fnsse ore | shinints
ear ne nel production ngot pro- shipmen
A MORE BALANCED VIEW OF STEEL IMPORTS— 't,ms) 'wm,} Workers duction per | per produc-
TOTAL OUTPUT MUCH INCREASED produﬁt on ﬁon worker
The table above indicates that total S| pet oy
U.S. production of steel—net shipments
plus exports—has continued to rise. In 8, 014 66,126 405,024 %15 162.0
fact, the record shows that in spite of 1%3.3%? ;o,m 402, 662 244.2 175.2
increased imports, there has been an in- 198981 s Y - a T ¢
crease of steel consumption by over a 181,181 92, 666 458, 539 286. 1 202.1
third within only 4 years, This remarka-
ble performance is the fruit of the great  source: American Iron & Steel Institute.
How labor costs compare worldwide—Comparative hourly employment cosls in steel indusiries of selecled couniries
[Total employment costs in U.8. dollars]
West Germany Belgium France Italy Luxembourg Netherlands Japan U.B. steel
Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per-
Amount | cent of | Amount | cent of | Amount | cent of | Amount | cent of | Amount | cent of | Amount | cent of | Amount | céent of | Amount | cent of
1952 1952 1062 1952 1952 1952 1952 052
£} L &1} 0] 1) 0] 0} ) gll ) &? (V) (9] 0} $0. 96 300 $4.03 200
10685, = .81 262 .83 223 $1.48 266 .61 252 . 96 199 $1.96 370 .86 271 4,48 193
1064, - 1.68 345 1.62 108 1.40 104 1.58 847 1.72 176 1.76 332 [y 1) 4,36 188
1003. 1.59 230 1.45 177 1.30 181 1.43 223 1.62 166 1.58 208 %li 1 4.25 183
1962, 1.51 219 1.33 162 1.21 168 1.21 189 1.49 152 1.47 277 ! [0} 4.16 179
1961 1.87 199 1. 26 154 L1 154 1L 163 1.47 150 1.40 264 .68 213 3.09 172
1960... L2 175 1.22 140 .99 138 .08 153 1.41 144 1.08 204 i 178 3.82 165
1950.. 1.12 162 1.13 138 .01 126 .90 141 1.31 134 .95 179 .5 169 3,80 164
1958__ 1.06 154 1.00 133 .85 118 .80 134 1.32 135 .04 177 .52 162 3.51 151
1957... 101 146 1.08 132 .86 119 .80 125 1.28 131 .90 170 .51 159 3.22 130
1056. . .90 130 .08 120 .96 133 .79 123 1,15 117 .82 155 .47 147 2.05 127
1955.. .83 120 .80 109 .85 118 .70 100 1.02 104 T4 140 .41 128 2,72 117
1054, .75 109 .83 101 .75 104 .68 106 .95 97 .63 119 .30 122 2,561 108
F R Iy 104 .81 99 .78 101 .65 102 .95 o7 .57 108 . 36 112 2.45 105
[ REEREERAG SRS .69 100 .82 100 .72 100 64 100 .98 100 .53 100 .32 100 2.32 100

! Not avallable,

Bource: European
and industry estimat

Coal and S8teel Community, American Iron & Steel Institute
08,
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In 1966 there were no jobs lost to im-
ports, but it also seems certain that with-
out imports many jobs would have been
lost. The 11 million tons of imported
steel in 1966 eased production bottle-
necks in a strained industry, and allowed
many intermediate processors to remain
in business by supplying them with raw
materials.

AN INDUSTRY MARKED BY MILL OPENINGS AND
FRICTIONAL PLANT CLOSINGS

Several steel mills have been closed.
But in any industry there must be a
turnover of plant just as there is turn-
over of machinery. Frictional and struc-
tural problems are bound to exist and
become aggravated during periods of
rapid technological change. These fric-
tional problems will arise with or without
imports. The plain fact that capital
spending in the industry has been so sub-
stantial—$2.2 billion in 1966—is proof
that this is an industry marked not by
mill elosings but by mill openings. Where
is the evidence of net disruption as the
result of imports?

IMPORTS HAD A HEALTHY EFFECT

What has been the net effect of im-
ports? For 1966 it is possible to specu-
late that imports of steel mill products
actually supplied processors with enough
steel to continue to meet the demands
on their output from a very tightly used
economy. Imports of steel mill products,
even though only 10.8 percent of U.S.
consumption, may actually have helped
keep U.S. export items like machine tools
and all other products in which steel is
an important component, competitive on
world markets. Clearly imports are al-
ready having a decreasingly important
role in the economy currently.

In other words, export markets may
not have been lost to U.S. producers be-
cause of the price effects of the steel im-
ports in 1966. These price effects may
not only have benefited U.S. export mar-
kets, they may well have saved U.S.
consumers of everything from razor
blades to giant lathes a lot of money.

THE FALLACY OF THE SECTORAL APPFROACH

We have been discussing U.S. imports,
exports and production of steel mill prod-
ucts in isolation. This approach is criti-
cized by those who think it too narrow.
They point out that indirect sales of steel
in the form of autos and machinery
should be included in U.S. foreign trade
data, because the strength of the U.S.
economy lies just as much in the ability
to manufacture products from steel as
it does in making the steel, and because
the national economy benefits from the
value added to the steel by manufacture.
In fact, from one point of view we might
say that it is to the advantage of the
United States not to export basic steel
products, in favor of exporting products
manufactured from basic steel.

If we take a measure called U.S. for-
eign trade in steel-containing manufac-
tures, or U.8. indirect foreign trade in
steel products, the United States has a
significant trade surplus with the rest
of the world. The following data, esti-
mated by the American Iron & Steel
Institute from data on the dollar value
of U.S. imports and exports of steel-con-
taining products, demonstrates this fact.
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U.S. trade in steel coniaining manufactures
[In millions of short tons]
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EBource: American Iron & Steel Institute, estimates
based on dollar value of exports and imports as reported
by Census Bureau.

Still another way of measuring import-
export trade in such a way as to escape
the narrow confines of measuring steel
mill products trade alone, is to examine
imports and exports of steel mill products
and steelmaking materials and ma-
chinery. This form of analysis includes
iron and steel, iron ore, iron and steel
serap, bituminous coal, petroleum coke,
and rolling mill machinery. For 1965,
U.S. imports of all such items were $1.6
billion, and U.8. exports were $1.5 billion,
leaving a deficit balance of only $209 mil-
lion, small in comparison to the U.S.
deficit in trade in steel mill products
alone.

WHY DID IMPORTS INCREASE IN 19656 AND
1966?—THE TU.8. STEEL INDUSTRY BUYS

AEBROAD

The fact of increasing imports is evi-
dent. Above I gave as some of the reasons
why imports increased the history of U.8.
strikes. There are other reasons relating
to very great demand in 1965 and 1966. I
have indicated above that processors im-
ported large amounts of steel in 1965-66.

There is also good reason to believe
from analysis of commeodity, country,
and customs district data in reference
tabulations of the Census Bureau that
steel mills themselves accounted for a
large portion of the imports of steel mill
products in those years; that is, the very
indusfries whose representatives are op-
posing imports in Washington may be in
fact large purchasers of foreign steel—
and for good reason.
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Why would U.S. steelmakers import
foreign steel? The reason is likely to be
found in the strained steel market of the
past 2 years. Foreign steel was needed to
break bottlenecks in the industry’s pro-
duction chain. For example, if a mill has
much more capacity in its rolling plant
than it has in its melting plant, and its
melting plant is running at full capacity,
and there is great demand for rolled steel,
this mill has a real incentive to buy steel
to supply its rolling operation—wherever
it can get this steel.

Rather than admit to old customers
that it could not supply the steel, and
perhaps lose the customer, the steel com-
pany was likely to buy the steel abroad
and sell it even at a small markup to its
old customers.

One indicator that the above factor
was at work during the past 2 years of
high imports is the experience of steel-
men who have visited my office. Another
is data indicating to what areas of the
country imports are invoiced. California
and Florida have been areas where im-
ports have concentrated for obvious rea-
sons relating to ocean shipping. But
there has been a big increase in ship-
ments of imported steel to the Great
Lakes regions. This steel could be going
to the processors—it could also be going
to steel mills from Ohio to Minnesota.
THE TRADITION OF U.S. STEEL INDUSTRY PRICING

POLICY: ITS EFFECT ON IMPORTS, AND ON

EXPORTS

Another reason for increased imports
that must be given close examination is
the tradition of U.S. steel industry pric-
ing policy. Pricing policy may also be the
reason for decreased exports. A case in
point may at the outset illustrate this
point.

The table below showing the categories
of steel imports from major U.S. sup-
pliers in 1966 shows that the largest
single item of imports was plates and
sheets. Imports in this category increased
from about $200 million in 1964 to
$469 million in 1965. Nonetheless, in this
area of great import competition, the
U.S. steel companies all raised their
prices across the board by 5 percent.

U.8. sleel imports, 1966

[In thonsands of dollars]
Canada | SBweden | United EEC Austria | Japan Total
Kingdom)|
Pig and cast iron 10.'4'91; .................... s IR AL 23.43%
Bponge iron; iron or steel pcrwd ....... 800 2, 407 88 876 328 4, 685
rit and shot, including wire pellets___. T RS i3 - ) RN 183 3
Ingots, bloanm, billets, slabs, and sheet
bars a1, 854 52 2, 667 o e 188 35,115
Forglngs, not d 1, 885 (i) 13 [ 230 ALY/ 52 2, 086
£ 6, 624 3, 659 4, 306 66, 057 3,672 17,861 102, 169
Hollow Avillnteal = 0 o 733 27 L - ) (S 2 182 1,012
16 rods 69 8,076 4,010 | 36,062 a4 704 | 104,004
Plaws and sheets not cut, pressed, or
T e S A L S N i 38, 356 3,733 46,661 | 100, 673 110 | 280,219 469, 552
Btrip. not cut, pressed, or stamped. _____ 780 7,935 3,641 a, 138 3, 816 22, 047
I‘lates. sheets, and sl.rip. cut, pressed, or
amped.____________. 124 3 1 619 17 1, 057 1,821
Pln:.as, sheets, and strip electmlytical]y
coated or pla:ed _______________________ N o anin 4 384 345
WL, SRR S L e T e 1, 7556 9, 702 b, 885 31, 451 244 30, 590 88, 627
Angles, shapes, and sections; sheet piling 5,228 69 13,122 87, E86 53 81,130 137, 485
Rails, Joint bars, and tie plates_ .. 710 B e 1, 263 3 3 1, 984
Pipes, tubes, and blanks, 12, 565 1,840 5,083 32,087 31 79, 806 131, 971
Cast fron pipes and tubes..... = 130 382 667
Pipe and tube fittings________.__... & 1, 766 20 745 3,808 4 6, 401 12,919
Wire covered with textile material.______ 74 11 2 F T AR | 57 as7
Foll. ... =3 (0] ® 0] ® m [ S R

See footnote at end of table
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U.S. steel imports, 1966—Continued
[In thousands of dollars]

Canada | Sweden | United EEQ Austria | Japan Total
Kingdom
Artlelu gm ll-!m?l PRI, DR R SNENRRTFRI, IWSDSB 18
hlbﬂ, an use as con-
ul i ey e o B 1 ([ e 534 T04
............................. 123, 320 38, 606 87,006 | 372,158 4,368 | 516,201 | 1,141,839
Total U H stael fmposta from allsotreds. ] o oo oo o Y L e N e 1,233, 514

I Not available,
Source: U.8. Department of Commerce.

It may well be that U.S. steel prices
are unrealistically high. U.S. steel com-
panies’ pricing policy may be passive. In
other words, they may be meeting the
price of competing suppliers in business
they want to get but do not attempt to
exert leadership in setting prices in in-
ternational markets.

Perhaps it is not that steelmakers can-
not afford to offer lower prices. It may
be that they generally do not sell at lower
mill nets to foreign markets than they
could obtain by absorbing slightly more
freight and expanding their domestic
sales, especially in cases where the do-
mestic customer’s most logical alterna-
tive source of supply is a foreign pro-
ducer.

U.S. STEEL EXPORT TROUBLES THEIR OWN

RESPONSIBILITY ?

The passive policy if it exists is perhaps
defensible. Given the present pricing
policy which makes U.S. producers essen-
tially vulnerable to foreign competition
especially in the context of today’s dis-
organized, surplus-capacity world pro-
duction conditions, they concentrate on
competition in the domestic market while
maintaining the mill nets they con-
gider desirable. The minimal U.S.
export effort in steel bears witness to this
point. However, I have been told that
there are latent foreign markets for
American steel, half of whose exports
are now AID-financed.

The decline in U.S. exports if looked
at in isolation would seem to be evidence
that we have actually tried to export in
the past. But in the light of our under-

standing—which I will emphasize now
that I consider tentative and subject to
rebuttal from any steel industry repre-
sentatives who care to do so—of industry
pricing practices and of the history of
international steel trade since the war,
the export decline is not surprising.

The United States inherited a certain
foreign market for its steel exports at
the end of the Second World War. This
was natural. We had a highly productive
industry stimulated by war when other
countries industries were outmoded or
damaged. Since the increase in the num-
ber of producers in the free and the
Communist world—over 30 countries
now seriously produce steel—there has
simply been increased competition for
markets that once we supplied. Pricing
policies have not changed, neither has
the industry’s basic attitude toward for-
eign markets. The only factor that has
changed is the nature of foreign steel
production. It has spread, and it can
compete. The disruption of European
production from overcapacity is ample
evidence.

DOMESTIC PRICING PROBLEM

This indifference to price competition
has had its impact not only on the in-
ternational competitiveness of the steel
industry but also on domestic consumers
of mill steel. That the steel industry is
oligopolistic is demonstrated by its
domestic pricing practices, based on so-
called “dominant firm” price leadership.
The United States Steel Corp. has been
accepted as the price leader, but there
has lately been a certain diffusion of
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price leadership, other companies taking
the lead in certain product lines of which
they are strong producers.

One might well ask, “If every steel
company sells at the same list prices, how
does the buyer have any choice based on
price? What is the role of competition?"”
In normal times of good demand U.S.
firms compete on the basis of service,
quality and packaging. But in times of
lower demand, or when a firm wants to
get a certain market or win a certain
customer, it competes by absorbing
freight costs. This is convenient and
possible because freight costs in a prod-
uct like steel are always an important
part of the delivered price. Selective ad-
justments in those costs are therefore
important,

Maintaining mill prices at list but ad-
justing freight costs means that there is
less chance of retaliatory pricing by other
firms, thus less chance that price levels
will erode. There is also less chance that
differential pricing through freight ab-
sorption would violate the Robinson-
Patman Act, than would differentials in
mill prices to different customers.

PRICING POLICY AND INDUSTRY FINANCING

The steel industry has been remark-
able in its huge capital expansion pro-
gram in that it has financed its growth
largely from profits, rather than relying
on stock issues. Therein may lie a reason
why the profit on dollar of sales is such
an important measure for the steel in-
dustry. Even so, the usual measures of
industry profitability for U.S. manufac-
turing industry are profitability: return
on sales and profit as a percent of stock-
holders’ equity. These measures do not
show a remarkable decline. In fact, such
data show that even when the industry
was in trouble at the end of the 1950's it
was making acceptable though perhaps
below average rates of return on invested
capital. The following data present the
primary iron and steel industry return
on equity in the context of other durable-
goods industries and with the average for
all manufacturing industries, from 1947
to 1965.

Annual rates of profit on stockholders’ equity, by industry, after tazes, 1947656

[Each rate is the arithmetic mean of 4 quarterly rates, each on an annual basis. In percent]

Industry 1047 | 1048 | 1040 | 1050 | 1961 | 1052 | 1953 | 1054 | 1955 | 1956 | 1957 | 1958 | 1050 | 1960 | 1061 | 1962 | 1063 | 1964 | 1065
All manufacturing corporations, ﬂxﬂapt. news-
papers... ceeemmmreeemmmmmnenaees| 16.6 | 16,0 [ 1.6 | 154 | 12,1 | 10.3 | 10.5 | 9.0 | 12.6 | 12,3 |11.0| 8.6 | 10.4 | 9.2 | 88| 9.8 |10.2 | 1L.6 | 13.0
Dumt;lteaf:ods T e e 14.5 5.7|12.1|16.8 | 18.0 | 11.0 | 11.1 | 10.3 | 13.8 | 12.8 | 11.3 | 8.0 | 10.4 86| 8.1 0.6 1011|118 13.8
M and metal fabricating industries_ 14.0 58 (124|160 13.2|11.4|10.4 104|142 |220|10.6| 7.8]|10.2| 86| 8.0 9.8|10.4|12.0]| 142
Transportatlon squipmant e 1.0 | 16.2 | 18.0 | 21.5 | 13.2 | 13.6 | 13.8 | 14.6 | 20.2 | 18.6 | 14.4 | 8.8 [ 12.0 | 11,7 | 10.6 | 150 | 15,2 | 158 18. 5
Motor and -| 16.4 .8 | 22,0 | 25,2 | 14.4 | 13.9 [ 13.9 | 14.1 | 201.7 | 13.1 | 14.2 | 8.2 | 14.6 | 13.5 | 11.4 | 16.2 | 16.7 | 16.9 19.56
Afreraft and s R e SRR WS TRE SR TR S R pe Rt LR S, AT ER ceee-a| 17.7 | 131 | 8.2 | 7.4| 9.8 |12.7 | 11.3 | 1222 | 151
Elactrical machinery, aqulpment, and
_____________________________ 19,0 | 16.1 | 13.6 [ 20.8 | 14.0 | 18.6 | 13.1 | 12.4 [ 12.3 | 11.4 | 12.6 | 10.2 | 12.4 | 9.5 | 8.9 | 10.0 | 10.0 | 11.2 13.5
B!{ , except electrieal. .. ... 15.8 | 16,4 | 11.6 | 14.0 | 18.1 | 1.8 | 9.8| 86| 10.3|126|10.7| 68| 0.7| 7.6| 7.8| 0.1 | 9.6 | 12.4 14,1
Met working machinery and
equi 1.5 20| 62| 53| 6.0 86| 86124 14.4
Other fabricated metal products___ 0.3 0.1 9.8 7.8 93| 7.2| 80O 56| 69| 7.9| B3] 10.1 13.2
Primary metal industries 0.3 9.5 10.8| 8.8 10.8| 68| 80| 7.2] 64| 62| 7.2 9.2]| 10.6
Primary Iron and steel (blast fur-
naces, steel works, and foundries).| 12.0 | 14.6 | 10,0 | 14.3 | 12.3 | 85| 10.7 | 8.1 | 13. 127 | 1.4 7.2| 80| 7.2| 62| 54| 7.0| 88 9.8
Nonferrous metals. ' 14.2| 81150139 | 1.6 | 1.1 | 10.4| 154 | 16.6| 9.3| 60| 80| 71| 71| 75| 76| 08| 1L9
Other durable goods industries._.__._____._| 16,4 | 16.4 | 10.5 | 16.3 | 12.4 9.7| ¢.6| 9.6|128|128] 0.7| 8.6 |1.2| B.6| B.0| B8 9.2(10.6| 122

The capital spending programs of in-
dustry are described glowingly in the
Fortfune magazine article mentioned
above. To give the flavor of the extent of
this most impressive program, which
would tend to belie cries of damage, is the
following quote on page 137.

In the three years 1964-1966, Bethlehem
has invested more than $1 billlon and it
expects to go on indefinitely at least at that
rate. Finance chief Willlam Johnstone puts
these expenditures in three categories: one-
third routine on hundreds of items; one-
third major expenditures of from $10 million
to #50 million on new mills, oxygen fur-

naces, etc.; and one-third really big projects
like Burns Harbor.

THE RICH FRUITS INVESTMENT WILL BEAR

According to Iron Age magazine finan-
cial analysis steelmen are betting on the
basis of the quality and amount of capi-
tal expenditure programs that even in
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1967 new equipment “should lower break-
even points and also turn out a better
product in a competitive market where
quality counts. At least, this is what
many in the industry have been betting
on with their new finishing capacities.
Most steel companies should be in a good
position to take either a downtrend or
uptrend in good strike.”

Apart from immediate gain expected
in 1967, recent capital investments in
four major areas give the future of
American steelmaking a bright luster.
This “technological revolution’” has four
prongs: new oxygen furnace capacity;
computerization of production; pelleti-
zation of ores; and continuous casting.

OXYGEN FURNACES—THE TUNITED STATES

CATCHES UP

In 1954 the McLouth Steel Corp. in-
troduced the first American oxygen or
“LD” furnaces, which had been per-
fected in Austria in 1952. The Ameri-
can steel industry did not adopt this new
technological breakthrough. Other na-
tions’ industries did. As a result, by
1960 the United States was last in the
world in oxygen furnace capacity in
place. Now we are first, with a capacity
of 40 million tons, and we expect another
15 million tons LD capacity to be in
place in 1968, The difference in produc-
tion time and cost between LD and the
old open hearth—or Siemens-Martin—
furnaces is nothing short of phenomenal.
An LD furnace can produce 200 tons of
crude steel in 50 minutes, and begin im-
mediately to make the next batch. A
Siemens-Martin furnace takes 8 hours
to produce 200 tons.

A digression may be in order here
regarding capacity. As LD furnaces have
been put in place, it seems that Siemens-
Martin furnaces have not been ripped
out. Therefore there probably exists a
lot of what can be called standby
capacity. There are no official estimates
of ecapacity. The New York Times and
Wall Street Journal make their own
estimates, but even these estimates,
which recently put capacity at about 170
million tons annually, may be inaccu-
rate. In 1966 with new oxygen capacity
the steel industry produced 130 million
tons of crude steel. The difference be-
tween the two could be said to be un-
used capacity. But how much of this
unused capacity is economically usable
capacity is unknown.
COMPUTERIZATION—AMERICA'S TECHNOLOGICAL

TRUMP CARD IS APFLIED TO STEEL

Europe fears America’s competence in
computerization. Naturally this is as a
result of the application of computer
techniques to industry. Where European
and even Japanese industry has not be-
gun, or is only beginning to use comput-
ers in steel production, American steel
producers are way out ahead. Entire
plants have been “computerized” to the
extent that formerly delicate hand oper-
ations can be done without fault. Japan
is equally advanced in computerization.

PELLETIZATION

An important American technological
development in the 1950’s was develop-
ment of the “pelletization” technique to
make weakening American iron ores
usable. But it was quickly found that
pelletization was applicable to richer ores
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as well, and that pelletization of iron ore
before melting it results in much greater
efficiency. The rough-surfaced marble-
ized ore pellets pack well in the furnaces
and mix with other materials. Their
rough surface makes them melt more
quickly and less coke is required. The
outcome is vastly increased production
from the same furnaces.

American pelletizing technology is now
being used in ore fields around the world,
thereby decreasing the shipping costs of
the ore.

CONTINUOUS CASTING THE BIGGEST BONANZA

Continuous casting is a process by
which the molten steel is poured from
huge vat into a tundish, from which it
flows directly into special forms to make
a long slab about 12 inches thick, which
can then be rolled into sheets. McLouth
Steel Corp. announced earlier this year
that it has so perfected the CC technique
that it could shortly promise production
of high enough finish CC steel for use
in auto bodies. Several auto manufactur-
ers have indicated their interest in using
this steel. Continuous casting eliminates
five stages in traditional steelmaking
procedures, promises large savings and
increased efficiency. Continuous casting
capacity is now being installed, accord-
ing to industry specialists, very rapidly.

The above data present a picture of
an industry not suffering disruption
from import competition but an industry
on the verge of technological revolution
of unusual depth. These data also sug-
gest that the industry’s problems with
imports, and with exports, derive from
traditional industry pricing practices.
Were the industry willing to compete
more directly in price terms with im-
ports there might well be fewer imports
in 1967.

But the industry’s complaints about
possible unfair foreign export promotion
practices deserve special attention, and
serious attention.

THE PROBLEMS POSED BY POSSIBLE TUNFAIR
COMPETITION

I have dealt with several of the rea-
sons why imported steel mill produects
have been used in larger and larger
quantity in the past 10 years. Some of
the reasons was the effect of strikes in
creating uncertainty about supplies.
Part of the reason may be the unwilling-
ness of U.S. firms to price more competi-
tively. But another reason may be that
foreign steel products are subsidized—
that they are sold here under conditions
of unfair competition, And if the im-
ported steel competes “unfairly,” then
the industry has got justified com-
plaints.

Steel industry spokesmen stress the
idea of unfair competition. But there
does not seem to have been a concerted
effort to document in thorough detail
instances of unfair competition, instead
there are some notable cases where the
industry supported perhaps shortsight-
ed attempts to deal with the problem of
unfair competition. In doing so it took
what might be called a shotgun ap-
proach to the problem. This was the
approach of the industry before the in-
dustrywide decision to request that Con-
gress enact some special import
surcharge or levy, in the words of Chair-
man Worthington, “so as to narrow the
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price differential and create a climate of

more equitable competition between do-

mestic and foreign producers who seek

a share of the U.S. market.”

ANTIDUMPING, SPECIAL MARKETING, AND BUY
AMERICAN REQUIREMENTS

The shotgun approach was marked by
attempts to enact amendments to the
U.S. Antidumping Act of 1921 which
would have had a restrictive effect at a
time when an international solution to
the problem seemed the wisest course.
Another was the effort to enact, in the
89th Congress, a bill, HR. 6775, to re-
quire users of steel used in making con-
tainers to mark the finished containers
so as to indicate the national origin of
the steel. Another in a perennial series
of special marking bills, HR. 6775 could
have had the effect of making processors
of steel not affiliated with U.S. steel
manufacturers change inventory prac-
tices and go to special lengths to mark
the finished product. The result could
have been an effective “other than tar-
iff”* barrier to trade.

Another demonstration of this shot-
gun approach are efforts to insist that
local governments apply “buy Ameri-
can” rules to their materials purchases.
A recent example is the case where a
Los Angeles County superior court judge
denied a Bethlehem Steel Corp. request
for a preliminary injunction that would
have prevented the Los Angeles Depart-
ment of Water and Power from award-
ing a steel contract to the lowest bidder,
a firm offering Japanese steel.

While such shotgun efforts may still
be made, the focus of steel industry dis-
content is now on imports per se. And,
even though the guts of foreign competi-
tiveness may simply be greater efficiency,
the argument of unfair competition is
an important one, and there are certain
examples of such practices which give
cause for concern, and perhaps for in-
ternational action.

ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DUTIES

The Antidumping Act of 1921 and the
countervailing duty provision of the Tar-
iff Act of 1930 are two principal means
of recourse against unfair competitive
practices. Another is section 337 of the
Tariff Act which, though seldom used,
gives the President power to embargo im-
ports that are sold under unfair or anti-
competitive conditions in the United
States.

A big step forward has now been taken
through the negotiation of an antidump-
ing code, an international agreement es-
tablishing an agreed definition of what
constitutes dumping, the kinds of action
taken to stop dumping, and the proce-
dures that must be used in taking such
action.

The antidumping agreement will be
the subject of a longer discussion in an-
other speech, but it is worth noting here
that the anti-dumping agreement holds
certain real advantages for the United
States and for other countries. For the
United States it means that the Cana-
dians and all other signatories must find
injury before applying dumping duties.
It means that Americans can sell in for-
eign markets at prices lower than their
home market prices in order to meet the
prices of foreign competitors, without
being slapped with a dumping duty. The
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antidumping agreement will allow price
competition but no cutthroat or unfair
price competition. At the same time the
antidumping agreement will bring
greatly speeded up dumping investiga-
tions in the United States so that dam-
aging dumped imports can be more
quickly penalized with a dumping duty.

The chief defense against subsidized
imports is the countervailing duty pro-
vision of section 303 of the 1930 Tariff
Act. Though not in conformity with the
General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade, which requires a finding of injury
from the subsidized imports before a
countervailing duty can be imposed, the
U.S. law preceded the GATT and there-
fore is immune under the GATT's
“grandfather clause.” There is now a
definite indication that a countervailing
duty will be imposed on imported steel
towers from Italy, which will be an-
nounced quite soon. This is an encourag-
ing sign that the U.S. countervailing duty
provision is an effective device. When
justified, it should be used fully. And it is
the responsibility of American steel firms
to bring such cases to the attention of
their governments, to document them, to
press them fo conclusion. I have re-
peatedly expressed my willingness to
take up the subsidy issue in Geneva or
anywhere else. I repeat that assurance
here and am willing to discuss these
problems with industry representatives
whenever they like.

I should point out that the subsidy
issue is a two-way street. Europeans
claim that American industry also is sub-
sidized, and they point to the investment
tax credit as an element of subsidy that
is not available to European firms, al-
though there are special tax incentives
in Europe also, as I mentioned above in
the section on the technology gap.

THE DISRUPTION OF EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL
MARKETS

Conditions in the steel industries of
Europe and Great Britain make U.S. steel
industry look like a very healthy hypo-
chondriac. On the Continent of Europe
and in Britain there are fundamental
problems of corporate organization, over-
capacity, weakening demand, and costly
raw materials supplies that have caused
some very deep concern.

These problems have become so se-
rious as to overwhelm the European Coal
and Steel Community—ECSC—itself.
The Coal and Steel Community, formed
in 1951 by the six countries who later
created the Common Market, was a first
stepping stone toward European inte-
gration. When the EEC was formed it
was intended that the Coal and Steel
Community, along with Euratom, be-
come a part of the larger Community.
This plan for the “merger of the execu-
tives,” as it is called, was from 1963 to
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1965 a major issue at contention among
the Six. When the decisions were made
how to meld the three executives, the
crisis in the Community beginning June
30, 1965, created new obstacles that still
remain unresolved. The result is that
ECSC is now rather an institution with-
out purpose. The rude shocks to steel
production in the Six in 1966 are truly
a test of its tenacity.

Nor do solutions to these problems
appear to be in sight. One result has
been that ECSC has proposed a world
steel conference and has been joined by
the British Labor Government Minister
for Power, the new mogul of Britain’s
nationalized steel industry, Mr. Richard
Marsh. He proposed to the Britain-
ECSC Council of Association in February
that there be a world conference on steel
in an effort to deal with the problem of
world steel ‘“overcapacity.” It will be
well to look into some of the problems
of European steel, for they have a pro-
found effect on the Kennedy round steel
negotiations, and on free world eco-
nomic activity.

PROBLEMS OF CORFPORATE ORGANIZATION

The steel industries of the Six are com-
posed of small- and medium-size firms
organized on exclusively national lines,
usually located in inland areas away
from the water where the world’s cheap-
esft supplies of coal and ore can be landed
efficiently.

Comparisons of the degree of concen-
tration of the steel industries in the
ECSC, Britain, Japan, and the United
States tell an important story about the
organization of European steel industry.
In the ECSC the percent of total steel
production produced by companies that
are large enough to produce more than
6 million tons a year is only 5 percent. In
Britain no firms produce over 6 million
tons, but in the United States about 80
percent of production is by such firms.
In ECSC the median firm puts out 2 to
4 million tons, but in the United States
less than 3 percent of production is ac-
counted for by firms of that size. In
Britain almost 45 percent of production
is by such small firms, and in Japan only
about 20 percent.

The meaning of these statistics is that
small European and British production
units are not equipped to compete effec~
tively in a market increasingly open fto
competition from larger units. Thus
there has been a trend toward merger
of national steel companies, but not
transnational mergers.

Production can become much more ef-
ficient within the existing limits of loca-
tion and raw material supply if the econ-
omies of large-scale production and sus-
tained production runs of single items
can be achieved, But relocation of plants
in port areas to take advantage of
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cheaper supplies will be a long-term
trend.

Behind these important structural
problems is the problem of overcapacity
and decaying price levels. In the ECSC
production has fallen and so have prices.
In the United Kingdom prices have held
but production has fallen 10 percent from
27.4 million tons in 1965 to 24.3 million
tons in 1966, thus bringing to an end a
2- or 3-year period when British steel
production and even exports were sub-
stantial.

FACTSE OF WORLD PRODUCTION: OVERCAPACITY

Estimates of utilizable capacity are
difficult at best to make accurately but
it is worth trying to gauge the extent of
world capacity and production as an
indication of the present condition of
world steel industry. From 1955 to 1960
world capacity increased 16 million tons
each year—except in Communist China
and the United States. Since 1960 the
total increase of capacity has been 23
million tons a year. This quantative in-
crease has resulted in falling world
prices.

Community steelmaking capacity has
increased along with world capacity.
The European Coal and Steel Community
estimates that the percentage of its ca-
pacity used since 1960 is as follows:

Percent
1960 Sty
2§01 e A e L S 92
s 11 - S S e 88
1963 42 - 83
1964 __ 90
1965 e 84
1966 i 9

At the same time that capacity has in-
creased, Community production and sales
have leveled. The following table shows
the rates at which crude steel production
has increased in the ECSC as opposed
to its increase in the rest of the world.
In 1962 ECSC production was 82.9 mil-
lion tons, in 1965 it was 85.9 million tons,
and in 1966 85.1 million tons, a decrease
from 1965 of 1 percent.

By comparison, ECSC estimates of U.S.
ingot production increased from 118 mil-
lion tons in 1964 to 122.5 million tons in
1965, to 124.7 million tons in 1966, an
increase from 1965 to 1966 of 1.8 per-
cent. But British production fell 10 per-
cent from 1965 to 1966, from 274 to
24.7 million tons. Japan's production has
inereased from 39.8 million tons in 1064,
to 41.1 million tons in 1965, to 47.7 mil-
lion tons in 1966, an increase of 16 per-
cent from 1965 to 1966.

In terms of market shares, the United
States led with 27 percent of world pro-
duction, Soviet Union 21.1 percent, ECSC
18.6 percent and Japan 10.4 percent.

The table of world production referred
to above follows: 3

Crude steel produclion in the European Communily and the world

[1952-66)
Thousands of metric tons Percent, Percent of world steel production
Country 1966
over
w2 | 16t | 1963 | 1064 | 105 | 1066 | 1965 | 1052 | 00 | 1968 | 1064 | 1085 | 108
e e . ia|) 4| suoer| smaw| sesu| asme| —arf{ I3 e7| me| a8 83 77
sio| 7002| 7zss| s7s| oue2| seis| -27( e[ 20 20| 20 21 1.9
France w867 | 17677 | 17564 | 10781 | 19,500 | 190051 a1l &1 we]  ge| 44 i3

ot e e a6 e e i i R
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Crude sieel production in the European Community and the world—Continued
[1952-66)
Thousands of metric tons Percent, Percent of world steel production
Country 19@3_ =
oV
1962 1861 1963 1064 1665 1966 1965 1952 1961 1963 1964 19656 1966
ey .. oo 8, 635 0,383 10, 157 9, 703 12, 680 13, 635 +7.4 1.6 2.8 27 2.3 2.8 3.0
Luxembourg - 3,002 4,113 4,032 4, 550 4, 585 4,390 —4.3 1.4 12 11 1.1 1.0 1.0
Netherlands.. 693 1,978 2,354 2,659 3,145 3, 309 5.2 .3 .6 .6 .6 o <7
European Community._...... 41, 996 73, 511 73, 218 82, 856 85, 001 85, 157 -1.0 19.6 2.4 10, 4 19. 4 19.3 18.6
United Kingdom......... - 16, 681 22, 430 880 26, 650 27,438 24,704 =10.0 7.8 6. 6 6.1 6.2 6.2 5.4
United Btates_.__. 87, 766 90,453 | 101,477 117,003 122, 490 124, 700 +1.8 411 26.3 26.8 2.7 21.6 27.1
P - 1 =5 - A e 34, 492 70,761 y 85, 034 91, 000 s +6. 5 16,1 20.6 2.2 10.9 20. 4 211
Eastern Europe 1__ 11,225 22, 687 y 27,131 28,654 29, 500 +3.0 5.2 6.6 6.6 6.4 6.4 6. 4
i ket AR T T N S S 6, 988 28, 268 31, 501 39,7 41,161 47,760 +16.1 3.3 8.2 8.3 9.3 9.2 10,4
e R e S L 14, 602 36, 391 43,474 47, 49, 266 50,770 +3.1 6.9 10.3 11L& 1.1 1.0 1.0
World == ool sanasnioss 213,750 | 343,500 | 378,000 | 426,700 | 446,000 | 459,500 -+3.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0

1 East Germany, Bulgaria, Poland, Rumania, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary.

PRICE DROPS AFFECT PROFITS AND MODERNIZATION

The tendency toward lower prices in
the Community was caused by the excess
of supply over demand. Instead of cut-
ting it back, producers tried to maintain
output at former levels in order to break
even if possible. Thus in the Community
there has been a deterioration of prices
which finds its equal in no other major
producing area. This internal trend is
reinforced by world price trends. The
price effect has endangered moderniza-
tion programs which are needed now
more than ever, risking a decline as com-
pared to other producers. In comparison
with European and British steel, U.S.
steel has a healthy present and an excel-
lent future.

CAUSE—DETERIORATION OF DEMAND IN EXTERNAL
MARKETS

European steelmen tend to lay their
capacity-production woes at the door-
step of competition from other coun-
tries in third markets. In 1964 total Com-
munity exports were 12.8 million tons, in
1965 17.1 million tons. But in the first 9
months of 1966 exports declined roughly
10 percent compared to the first 9 months
of 1965. In the opinion of a recent visitor
to my office, an official familiar with the
European Coal and Stfeel Community,
the greatest problem is the upsurge of
Japanese steel exports, and increased
production in countries in the develop-
ing world. This new output has closed
some of Europe’s traditional markets,
The result was that Belgium and Luxem-
bourg, hit the hardest, diverted millions
of tons into Europe: according to the
Economist of February 4, page 430, “the
proportion of—Benelux—sales going to
ECSC partners has risen from 25 percent
in 1953 to 46 percent last year.” This
extra steel supply in Europe was enough
to have serious price effects.

COAL—A THROTTLED AMERICAN EXPORT—A BUR-
DEN ON EUROPEAN ECONOMIES

A key element in the troubled world
of European steel is coking coal: its
availability and cost. Essentially, even
the most efficient European coal produc-
tion is more costly than American coal
delivered at steel plants in Europe. High-
priced coal mined inefficiently has been
a major economic problem since the war,
and to deal with it European govern-
ments have attempted to phase out their
own coal production and retrain miners.
But domestic coal markets must be pro-
tected in order to sell even their most
efficiently produced coal. Otherwise

cheap U.S. coal would likely dominate
European markets.

Thus Great Britain and all the coun-
tries of the Community except Italy and
Luxembourg maintain quota and other
barriers against U.S. coal. France has
state trading through a state agency
called ATIC, Belgium and the Nether-
lands has licensing restrictions, Ger-
many has a tariff quota of 20 marks per
ton on quantities imported after 6 mil-
lion metric tons, and a unique provision
that, south of the central Mittelland
Canal, no imported coal at all can be sold.
The hooker is that the great German
coal-consuming industrial complex lies
below the Mittelland Canal. Thus the
vast bulk of German coal consumption
is entirely arrogated to inefficient Ger-
man mines, Dr. Fritz Berg, president of
the Bundesverband der Deutschen Indus-
tries, said in a speech at the National
Press Club in Washington last year that
Germany would not abandon its coal
production because the historic strength
of German industry rested on a united
coal and steel complex. The result of the
German Mittelland restriction is that we
sell nothing but boiler fuel to West Ger-
many in the amount—in 1965—of only 5
million metric tons.

In the United Kingdom there exists an
absolute embargo on imported coal. But
in Italy, which in the last several years
has developed a highly efficient steel in-
dustry located along the coast, there are
no restrictions. Having no domestic coal
production, the Italians are happy to buy
as much cheap American coal as they
need. As a result of their waterfront
locations, new plant, and access to
cheaper coking coal, Italian steel pro-
duction has, it is reported, become the
most efficient in Europe.

HIGH COST COAL MEANS LOWER DEMAND

In spite of protection from imports,
the high cost of European-mined coal
has resulted in a drop in demand partly
caused by a shift to petroleum. There-
fore, in spite of tight production controls,
stocks have increased in 1966 and early
1967 to about 50 million tons, or about a
quarter of the Community’s annual pro-
duction. At this rate, it would seem that
1967 will be a year of shakedown even for
highly protected French coal production.

WHAT SOLUTION FOR OLD AGE OF EUROPEAN

COAL?

In coal the role of the ECSC is even
weaker than in the area of steel. Its job
has been likened to that of a geriatric

Source: European Coal and Steel Community, Yearbook 1966, table 26.

nurse—it does little more than funnel
cash into an aged industry to help pay
the cost of retraining and resettling min-
ers. The solutions here will be national
solutions, but the national solutions do
not appear to be, in economic terms, the
correct ones. The Six have created a $22
million subsidy fund for coal that will
be contributed to by each member of the
Six, but the primary beneficiary of which
will be German coal.
STEEL PRODUCTION SHARING—AN ABORTIVE
COMMUNITY SOLUTION?

Addressing itself to problems of steel
production, the high authority of the
Community has proposed a system
whereby production goals would be ac-
cepted by all producers. Thus in De-
cember the ECSC published as a guide
to industry its steel production forecasts
broken down by products for the first
quarter of 1967. The high authority’s
thesis is that overcapacity is not so seri-
ous that firms cannot break even, but
that present price levels make it more
difficult to do so and still carry high
amortization costs of newly installed
plant and costs of continuing moderni-
zation. The high authority therefore
argues that only slight curtailment in
production will be adequate to raise
prices and restore “order” in the market.
Thus the high authority estimates that
output should be 1.25 million tons lower
than during the first quarter of 1966.
According to the Economist of Decem-
ber 17, 1966, page 1275:

The forecast is really an expression of a
forlorn hope that the producers themselves
will limit their output. Looking further
ahead, to the end of next year, the High
Authority *forecasts” that total steel pro-
duction in the community will be down 1
million tons to 84.3 million tons in 1967,
assuming a fall in exports of 1.5 million
tons, and a run-down in stocks of 700,000
tons. This implies that the European steel
industry will be working next year at under
75% capacity, 1ts lowest level ever, with the
German prnducem operating little above
T0%.

The alternative to such self-discipline
is a scheme of production quotas, but
even this course of action is considered
doubtful, because it would have to favor
the more efficient producers, especially
new capacity in Italy. It would there-
fore not be acceptable to less efficient
Belgium and could not therefore be
agreed upon by the Six.

The issue remains undecided. The
problem is that the High Authority has
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too little influence and no power. In the
meanwhile, the French have been insist-
ing on some type of intracommunity
controls to protect their still good do-
mestic markets from “cutthroat” com-
petition from Germany and Belgium.
Accession to the French demand, it is
said, might mean a final crippling blow
to the Coal and Steel Community.

EUROPEAN PRIVATE INDUSTRY RESPONDS IN
TRADITIONAL WAY

While the Coal and Steel Community
itself cannot seem to mobilize to take
effective steps to ease the crisis, the pri-
vate industry has attempted some solu-
tions along what appear to be rather
traditional lines.

The following passage from the Feb-
ruary 4 Economist cited above summar-
izes this activity instructively:

Cartels are the steelman’s traditional an-
swer to a competitive situation that he does
not like. The trouble is that in bad times
they only work for special products, where
it is relatively easy to control the market.
Rails have been and still are the subject of
discrete conferences in big hotels in London,
Paris and Dusseldorf since before the first
world war. Building a rallway is usually a
blg deal, so the matter is relatively simple
to police by the Paris Club, as the cartel is
called.

Anyway, since they might be liable for
claims from relatives of rail crash victims
if bad ralls got sold, the railmakers wanted
to maintain direct contact with the users.
Safety standards have offered possibilities
for cartel action in other kinds of steel:
ship's plates, for instance, where shipbuild-
ers normally insist that their plate should be
delivered with a certificate of quality from
Lloyds or Norsk Veritas or some other cer-
tifylng agency. The tube cartel organized
by the Americans, sanctioned by the Amer-
ican Petroleum Institute stamp of quality,
has also been falrly effective.

More " unlikely arrangements have sur-
vived: for galvanized sheeting, for example,
where former French colonial possessions in
West Africa are still quoted 4 or 5 pounds
sterling more than their ex-British neigh-
bours down the coast. Recently the Japanese
have knocked holes in a lot of these arrange-
ments—which is a contributory factor in the
present crisis. But the big mass of unspecial-
ized products—heavy plates and sectlons, re-
inforcing rods—have always been hard or
impossible to control in bad tlmes. The
British industry’'s domestic price arrange-
ments have lasted better than the Conti-
nentals although the Heavy Steels restrictive
practices court decision in 1964 made them
illegal, tacit understanding survived until
recently.

SOME NATIONAL RESPONSES

In the absence of effective Community
action, in the context of the failure of
cartels to “stabilize” markets, national
governments have taken certain meas-
ures to deal with the present steel dis-
ruption. Most nofable of these is the
system of German sales agencies.

The Germans proposed over a year ago
a8 method of selling steel products called
a “carousel.” Under-this system a central
agency would portion out orders to in-
dustries with the capacity ready to pro-
duce them. But the system never got off
the ground. Then last August the Ger-
mans announced the creation of four
selling agencies. Individual companies
can now no longer deal directly with cus-
tomers. Instead, they receive orders
through the selling agency to which
they belong. If the system works, its ef-
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fect will be to rationalize production.
Heretofore, because of the modest size of
most steel firms, it was not possible to
manufacture a single item continuously.
Production had to be opened and closed
as orders were placed and completed.
The sales office will attempt to keep

single plants busy manufacturing a few

produets all the time, thus cutting costs.

In France, National Government action
has taken the form of highly subsidized
loans to steel companies to allow them to
continue with modernization in time of
low profits.

WHAT GOOD COULD A WORLD STEEL
CONFERENCE DO?

In their desperation to find some way
to do something about their problem, the
British and the Community have sug-
gested a World Steel Conference. I am
not aware of any endorsement of the
plan by the U.S. steel industry. The key
to a successful conference would of
course be Japan, without whom it would
be futile.

As explained to me by European steel
experts, the World Steel Conference
would be for the purpose of setting fair
rules of competition in world steel trade.
There is a cautious allegation made in
such discussions that the Japanese may
be using unfair selling practices.

Americans with whom I have spoken
have indicated suspicion of a world con-
ference. In the absence of any proof that
the Japanese are competing unfairly,
what would be the goal of such a con-
ference? The implication from my dis-
cussions is clear that European industry
would like some sort of meaningful
voluntary controls on Japanese steel ex-
ports. A world steel conference to ex-
amine the conditions of world production
and trade and to set rules of competitive
practice would seem useful. If it were en-
tered strictly in this light, it might be
very useful indeed, as a step toward
“harmonization” not only of tariffs but
of regulations prohibiting all kinds of
restrictive business practices. But if the
world conference were called with the
subjective motive of simply twisting the
arms of third country suppliers including
the Japanese, then the U.S. Government
should not assist at such a conference.

IRON AND STEEL NEGOTIATIONS IN THE
EKENNEDY ROUND

The steel sector negotiations opened in
earnest last May 4 in Geneva and have
been thwarted most of the time since on
several key problems that emerged at the
outset. These problems are: unification
of the steel tariff rates of the members
of the European Coal and Steel Com-
munity; tariff reduction and perhaps
“harmonization” of the tariffs of all the
major steel trading countries; the prob-
lem of the 1958 British-ECSC bilateral
tariff deal and the nationalization of the
British steel industry.

The participants in these negotia-
tions are Austria, Sweden, Japan, the six
EEC members, the United Kingdom and
United States. Austria, Sweden, and Ja-
pan are particularly interested in obtain-
ing tariff cuts. As I explained above, the
U.S. interest if it cannot obtain reciproec-
ity in the steel mill products sector itself
is to obtain at minimum other important
advantages.
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In my report to Congress on the Ken-
nedy round in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orD, volume 112, part 10, pages 11859-
11860, I explained in detail some of the
mechanical problems of the negotiations,
inecluding the problem of how the ECSC
and the EEC negotiate on steel tariffs.
Because ECSC and the EEC have juris-
diction over different steel tariff items,
both ECSC and EEC are represented in
steel negotiations.

Therefore, a primary objective of the
ECSC in the Kennedy round negotia-
tions is to unify its own tariff rates to
achieve a CXT and to achieve the long-
standing objective of a common external
tariff. Thus the ECSC as an organiza-
tion has a distinet interest in conelud-
ing negotiations. But the steel negotia-
tions have been complicated by a tactical
maneuver on the part of the ECSC which
from the outset has created difficulties
and has modified the possibility of ob-
taining linear 50-percent cuts.

The ECSC-EEC strategy was to choose
as the base from which to bargain an
average level of tariff rates of about 14
percent and to offer a 50-percent cut in
this rate, which would result in a rate
of about 7 percent. The 14-percent rate
was the legal rate in January 1964 but
the effective rate was 7 percent. In Feb-
ruary 1964, however, the ECSC unilat-
erally and “temporarily” increased the
effective rate from 7 to 9 percent, where
it remains. The United States and oth-
ers, especially Japan, have insisted that
the January 1964 average effective rate
of 7 percent be the base for the 50-per-
cent cut. The trade negotiations had, of
course, been well underway at that time.
Our position was that the offer particu-
larly of the ECSC would have to be im-
proved, though the offers of the EEC
were on the whole acceptable.

ECSC recently offered to cut its effec-
tive rates to an average level appreciably
below 7 percent. This is far from a 50~
percent cut but, given the history of the
ECSC bargaining position, has meaning.
It would mean a definitive binding of an
effective set of rates. At the same time
the offer is made in such a way as fo
unify the rates of ECSC members. It
also would be the basis for the harmoni-
zation of other nations’ rates around
the same level.

RELUCTANT ALBION

The position of the United Kingdom
throughout the steel sector negotiations
has been somewhat ambivalent. On the
whole one of the most aggressive and
forthcoming of the Kennedy round par-
ticipants, the British position in the steel
sector talks has been strongly influenced
by two factors, the long anticipation and
then the fact of nationalization of its
steel industry, and the problems remain-
ing from the 1958 United Kingdom-ECSC
bilateral tariff reduction, described
above.

Part of the United Kingdom-ECSC
agreement was that rates would not be
raised without consultation. Britain
claims ECSC did not consult it before
raising its effective rate to 9 percent in
February 1964. Thus Britain eclaims
that it cannot in conscience pay again
for a tariff cut that it already paid for.
In response, the ECSC says this increase
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from 7 to 9 percent was no worse than
the British 15 percent balance-of-pay-
ments tariff surcharge of 1964. The
British position was also weakened some-
what because its effective average rate
is about 15 percent, and that in 1964
and 1965 it exported a fair amount of
steel to the Six.

There is now some indication that
Britain may be willing to recognize that
the new ECSC offer has trade meaning
and that it will make an offer.

It is considered by many that the
British position is dictated by the pres-
ent state of disorganization of its steel
industry, now only in the first stages of
reorientation of management and policy
under national ownership. From one
point of view it would seem that the na-
tionization of British steel would be an
ideal opportunity to open that industry
to the forces of greater competition by
lowering tariffs. On the other hand,
that there is hesitation to add another
element of uncertainty and change in the
present situation is also understandable.

SOME ELEMENTS OF NEGOTIATING STLATEGY

To break the deadlock that became
apparent in May 1966, U.S. negotiators
proposed a “targeting” approach. Tar-
geting was a way of pursuing negotia-
tions pragmatically outside a linear
negotiating plan. Targeting seemed to
be a good approach. It allowed the
ECSC to pursue its goal to unify its mem-
bers’ tariff rates into a common external
tariff, and it would also permit interna-
tional harmonization of rates. For the
United States, harmonization of rates in
the unique condition of steel sector has a
certain appeal. U.S. steel rates vary
widely, containing extreme highs and
lows, but averaging about 10 percent.
It could therefore be in our interest to
agree to cut some of our higher rates to
bring them more into line with an aver-
age tariff level, rather than to stick to an
approach of cutting tariffs across the
board by a certain fixed percentage.

CONCLUSION

Sector negotiations have been the
forum for extensive exploration of the
economics of certain key industries for
the first time in trade negotiations. The
economics of the world steel industry
are among the most complex of any sec-
tor, and the negotiations have reflected
these complexities. In retrospect, we can
conclude that the sector approach to
steel negotiations was productive.

The steel sector negotiations in the
Kennedy round have been a useful
means of dealing with the economics of
the world steel industry in its present
stage of development. Some observers
look forward to a time when conditions
of world steel production will be the
same. But the next several years will be
a time of great innovation and change,
in which competitive abilities will change
significantly as a result of constant in-
novation in steelmaking technology and
in methods of distributing, servicing, fi-
nancing the sale of steel and managing
steelmaking enterprises.

The format of future trade negotia-
tions will be shaped to deal with future
economic conditions. They will proba-
bly not concern themselves so much with
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tariffs but with other rules of competi-
tion and they will therefore be directed
to putting more into focus problems of
fairness in international competition.
Such negotiations will be based on the
present rules in the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade, and will develop
the role of GATT in applying such rules.
And GATT will continue to be the best
forum for such future trade talks.
NEXT SECTIONS OF REPORT

This discussion of steel concludes the
third section of the five-part report on
the Kennedy round. The other sections
will deal with the remainder of the in-
dustry sectors—textiles, chemicals, alu-
minum, and pulp and paper—and with
?ntidumping and certain patent prob-
ems.

NATIONAL ALCOHOLISM CARE AND
CONTROL—A MUST FOR THE
NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Hacan] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing a bill providing for a nation-
wide program to combat this country’s
fourth largest health hazard and one of
our greatest social problems, chronic
alcoholism.

On February 27, I introduced similar
proposed legislation restricted solely to
the problems of alcoholism care and con-
trol in the District of Columbia. The
bill is now pending before the House Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee.

The District of Columbia bill will,
hopefully, serve as a pilot project for the
rest of the country. What is desper-
ately needed, however, is a national at-
tack on the problems of chronic alco-
holism—a program tfo assist our commu-
nities in developing their own programs
to control alcoholism and to care for its
5 to 6 million vietims across the Nation.

The proposed legislation I will intro-
duce provides for this long-overdue rec-
ognition of the problem of chronic alco-
holism in our Nation through a positive,
workable program.

Because of judicial decisions declaring
alcoholism to be a disease, not a crime,
it will not be long before hundreds of
American communities will find it neec-
essary to change their methods for deal-
ing with the chronic alcoholiec. It is not
difficult to foresee the extent of the na-
tionwide crisis this will trigger in our
communities and the chaos in already
overcrowded public health facilities and
courts, unless Congress enacts legisla-
tion to meet this fast-developing situa-
tion.

Of course, the problem of the chronic
alcoholic is an old one—one which should
have been acted upon much earlier. And
the United States actually has lagged
behind other nations of the world in
coming to grips with this challenge. But
the recent court decisions and prospec-
tive ones, the concern of health officials,
two Presidential commissions and vari-
ous law-enforcement and legal agen-
cies—all have given new impetus and ur-
gency to the need for action against
chronic alcoholism.
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This need was recognized by President
Johnson in his crime message to Con-
gress, Pointing out that one-third of all
arrests in the country are for drunken-
ness, the President added:

Two million arrests for drunkenness bur-
den the police, clog the lower courts, and
crowd the places of detention. If, instead of
treating drunkenness as an crime,
local authorities chose to create a clvil de-
toxification program, the consequences of
that choice would be felt throughout the law
enforcement and corrections system.

Health, Education, and Welfare Sec-
retary John W. Gardner has said that
the large number of Americans who are
alcoholics do not carry their burden
alone. He added, it “directly, often tragi-
cally, affects between 16 and 20 million
members of their families.”

This Congress and the Nation, there-
fore, face a decision. As the richest and
most advanced nation in the world, the
United States has all but met and mas-
tered the challenge of diseases that only
short years ago reaped a tragic toll in
human life and health. Our society has
advanced to such a high mechanized and
technological plane that today we reach
for the moon.

Yet, we have ignored the plight of al-
most millions of Americans who suffer
the tragedy, hopelessness, and despair of
chronic alcoholism. The Ilegislation
which I have introduced today will give
national recognition to the seriousness of
the alcoholism program in this Nation.
It would establish comprehensive pilot
programs for States and communities in
alcoholism prevention, care, and control.
Additionally, one of the important pro-
visions in this legislation is a program
of rehabilitation for victims of this dis-
ease so that they may return to useful
roles in our society.

The problem, although an old one, is
urgent. In answer to this national need
for action on alcoholism, it is my hope
that my colleagues will join me in spon-
soring this legislation and that early
hearings can be scheduled on this legis-
lation so vital to the health and progress
of this Nation.

When I was in the Georgia State Sen-
ate, a measure which I introduced passed
unanimously in both the house and sen-
ate and led to the formation of the Geor-
gia Commission on Alcoholism.

Since that time I have been invited to
speak throughout the Nation to describe
the Georgia commission and its work.

I began introducing national alcohol-
ism legislation in the 87th Congress and
have continued to introduce improved
measures in succeeding Congresses.

As I have worked on this problem over
the years, I have talked with many or-
ganizations and experts in the field of
alcoholism and believe that the national
bill which I will introduce very shortly
is a comprehensive and workable one.

Aside from the humanitarian reasons
and the fact that alcoholism is the fourth
major health problem in this country,
the recent Supreme Court decision of
Easter against the District of Columbia,
requiring that the chronic alcoholic be
transferred from the jurisdiction of our
criminal courts and jails to the adminis-
tration of public health authorities,
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makes it absolutely and urgently neces-
sary that legislation be enacted as soon
as possible to deal with the cause, pre-
vention, treatment, and cure of alco-
holism.

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the Representative of the State of
Georgia, Mr. Hacan. For the second time
in this session, he has brought the atten-
tion of the House to the massive problem
of chronic alcoholism in America today.
I agree completely with his remarks and
enthusiastically support his legislative
plan to combat the mounting toll of
chronic alcoholism in today's society.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HAGAN, Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks on the subject of my spe-
cial order.

The SPEARER pro tempore (Mr.
Poor). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Georgia?

There wes no objection.

THE DAIRY FARMER AND FOREIGN
IMPORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. AsaBrOOK] is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr., Speaker, the
American dairy farmer is a businessman.
He is a vital link in the chain of success
which this Nation has experienced. Yet
the policies of the Department of Agri-
culture, the Tariff Commission, and the
Johnson administration have seriously
jeopardized his ability to earn a fair liv-
ing and feed this and many other nations
of the world.

Although today I am specifically con-
cerned with the dairy farmer, the glaring
facts show that farming in general has
been on the decline as a major segment
of the population.

The farm parity ratio continues to fall
and now stands at 74, the lowest figure
since 1934,

Total farm debt is up 10 percent, or an
average of $1,200 per farm, in the last
year, but the farmers’ income went down.
During the year, March 1965 to March
1966, nonagricultural, personal income
increased 8 percent, but the personal in-
come of the man we depend on for food
and fiber, the farmer, dropped 16 per-
cent—a net loss of 24 percent.

In 1966, 122,000 farms went out of
business. In 1967 the USDA predicts
that 82,000 more farms will be forced out
of business, and today the farmer ac-
counts for only 5.9 percent of the popula-
tion of the United States.

_Since a great many of the farmers in
the area comprising the 17th District are
in the dairy farming business, and since
there are also many cheese processors, I
am especially interested in the attempts
to tighten up existing dairy import laws.
In the interests of these farmers, and
others throughout the Nation, I have
joined with many other Members of Con-
gress in introducing legislation called the
Dairy Import Act of 1967. The reason
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for this legislation is simple, the present
laws have not worked.

Here are a few facts indicating the
situation of imports and the farmer:

First. In 1966, imports of milk equiva-
lent increased by 300 percent over the
preceding year, 900 million pounds to 2.7
billion pounds.

Second. Dairy imports increased 75
percent in the years from 1953 to 1965,
but in 1966 they skyrocketed to 433
percent.

Third. Loopholes in the quota laws are
allowing the United States to import 12
times as much milk equivalent as is
allowed under the present quotas.

Fourth. Prices paid to farmers for
milk and butterfat last reached the
parity level in 1952, Since that time
they have been considerably below parity
and in the last 5 years they have barely
been above 75 percent of parity.

Fifth. Estimates for 1967 show a pos-
sible import total of 4 billion pounds of
milk equivalent.

Sixth. National Milk Producers Fed-
eration reports that in the month, mid-
December to mid-January, farm prod-
uct prices, overall, declined 1 percent,
while prices paid by farmers for goods
used in production and family living
went up 1 percent. They attributed the
drop in milk prices to the increased im-
ports in milk-butterfat-sugar mixtures
coming into this country.

Dairy products is not the only area
where the import figures are going up
drastically. Here are some figures show-
ing the import increases from 1965 to
1966: Beef, up 27 percent; foreign, fresh,
chilled and frozen beef, goat meat, and
sheep, up 34 percent; Pork, up 14 per-
cent; lamb up 19 percent; and mutton,
up more than 100 percent.

I have been saying for several years
that the farmer is getting the short end
of the stick—when he gets any of the
stick at all. Last fall I pointed out that
farmers in the 17th District were being
“phased out” of farming because their
farms were not of “adequate size,” ac-
cording to officials in Mr. Freeman's De-
partment of Agriculture. Unless farms
are of adequate size, USDA says, that is,
unless they have more than $10,000 in
sales each year, they do not fit in with
the Department’s policies.

On several other occasions I have
shown that problems exist and I have
tried to help remedy them. Frequently,
I have pointed out that these problems
are caused by the ridiculous policies of
the USDA and compounded by bungling
attempts to cover over mistakes with
more mistakes.

The farmers know the problems; men-
tion beef and other meats, cheddar
cheese, dairy products in general, eggs
and grains, and many farmers can cite
cases where administration policies have
forced the farmers’ backs to the wall.

Mr. Russel Hoar, a resident of Lick-
ing County, nationally known dairy
farmer, and a director of the American
Jersey Cattle Club, brought to my atten-
tion a resolution recently passed by the
AJCC. It states, in part:

It is a matter of common knowledge that
the natlonal milk production was, for about
15 years, in excess supply. It is likewise a
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matter of common knowledge that domestic
supplies have been brought into balance with
demand in the past twenty-four months.
This was accomplished in large part by a
substantial portion of the dalry farm fami-
les of the nation being forced out of dairy

‘production by static milk prices in face of

continually rising cost in the operation of
their business.

After stating that the dairy farmer
cannot get a fair and equitable return
unless import laws are changed, the
resolution concludes:

We therefore make special plea that the
appropriate authoritlies take Immediate and
proper action to prevent any further evasion
of the intent of present laws and regulations
that establish quotas for importation of
dairy products into the United States.

It is interesting to note how the milk
supply and demand have been brought
into line. I mentioned before that USDA
policies were geared to “phase out” the
farmer with less than $10,000 in sales.
Keeping these figures in mind, let us
look at the dairy farmer. In 1945 there
were 27,770,000 cows and heifers, 2 years
old and over, that were kept for milk. In
1966, the number was 16,607,000, a re-
duction of more than one third. Keep in
mind that while the number of milk
cows decreased one-third, the size of the
average herd increased. Automation, low
prices, and low returns have forced
dairymen to milk more cows to boost
their gross income and thus maintain
their net income. These figures would
also indicate that the number of farmers
who are no longer farming is greater
than the one-third reduction in cows
would indicate since the size of the aver-
age herd has increased.

Members of the Farm Bureau visiting
Washington during the first weeks of
March were also concerned about dairy
imports. Blake Gerber, of New Concord,
a regional supervisor of the Ohio Farm
Bureau, explained the methods used to
get milk products into the United States
through the holes in present import laws.
He said:

First of all, I guess we are all amazed at
the inventive minds of the foreign countries
who want to import, or export, their own
products to the United States .. . Over
the years, certaln restrictions have been
placed on the amount of butterfat and so
forth. At one point they had restrictions on
importation of butter and then we found
that they developed a product that they
called butter oil and there are no restrictions
on this new product so they brought it in.
The next restriction set up, I belleve, was
that nothing over 45 per cent butter fat
could be imported. We then found that they
were Importing a product contalning 44 per
cent butterfat and 256 per cent sugar and
some filler. . . . They put some restrictions
on the sugar, so they (importers) lowered
that and added some eggs. So that what
we're getting into this country now in the
form of an import as a dalry product, is a
product, as I understand, which contains
eggs, butterfat, maybe some dry milk solids
and sugar. It makes a nice cream mix, and I
think they call it Junex. This is what we're
faced with, we just can't seem to beat them
because they are a!ways hea.ting us at our
own game,

Now that there is this reasonable bal-
ance between supply and demand on the
dairy market, the balance mentioned
earlier, the farmer is being undercut by
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imported products. The American dairy
farmer is the most efficient and produc-
tive in the world. His is not a haphazard
business and he is subject to the same
pressures on increasing wages, automa-
tion, modernized equipment, new produc-
tion techniques, and other factors, facing
any businessman. But foreign imports,
many of them heavily subsidized by their
governments, are driving our dairymen
out of business with tactics such as those
outlined by Mr. Gerber.

Now that we have passed the years
when the Federal Government had to
spend hundreds of millions of dollars
each year to subsidize the farmer, we
should act rapidly to let the farmer live
and prosper without the threats of los-
ing his markets to imported products.
In the area of dairy farming, the Dairy
Import Act of 1967 is designed to do just
that.

This bill would limit the imports of
dairy products, on a yearly basis, to the
average annual quantities admitted dur-
ing the 5 years 1961 through 1965. The
import limit would be flexible depending
on imports during the authorized years.

The issue involved in gaining workable
dairy imports is the issue of protecting
a vital, broadly based, American indus-
try. All the farmer asks is a fair break.

LAW DAY, U.S.A.

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Ropino] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, today, for
the 10th year, we pause to commemorate
Law Day, US.A. Each year this is an
occasion for us to pay respect to our
splendid system of law and justice, and
the protection it assures every citizen.
The theme of Law Day this year is from
a statement made many years ago by
President Theodore Roosevelt:

No man is above the law, and no man is
below it.

This statement is as true as it was
then, and in fact it is singularly appro-
priate today, as the Nation experiences
a resurgence of efforts to improve our
laws and judicial system in the search
for complete equality, justice and safety
for all citizens. A fine editorial on Law
Day appeared in last week’s Advocate, a
weekly newspaper published by the Cath-
olic Archdiocese of Newark, and I in-
clude it in the Recorp following my re-
marks:

A TRIBUTE TO Law

Several years ago, the American Bar As-
sociation inaugurated the practice of dedi-
cating one day a year as Law Day—law based
on the Anglo-American tradition. It has be-
come the custom to celebrate Law Day on
May 1. On that day, bar assoclations, civic
organizations, schools, political clubs and
various groups will hold dinners, hear
speeches, and attend rallies to talk about
law—the state of our civil and criminal law.

Perhaps at no time in American legal his-
tory have the American people, stimulated
by the mass media of communication been
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so0 interested in law. Perhaps at no time have
the American people been so aware of cur-
rent court decisions and opinions, which
famillarity undoubtedly has been stimulated
by the Supreme Court’s widespread impact
in the ecriminal, economie, moral, political
and social areas.

Perhaps at no time have the American
people been so brutally confronted with the
challenge of crime in a free soclety, as pref-
aced in the recent Report of the President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice: "“There is much
crime In America, more than ever is reported,
far more than ever is solved, far too much
for the health of the nation. Every American
knows that.”

Law Day is really a day for Individual ap-
praisal, personal recognition and apprecia-
tion of law as administered in a democracy.
The average American knows law and order
are essential for an efficlent political society.
He expects law to conform to reason. He
maintains the purpose of law is the common
good. He wants respect for law. He abhors
lawlessness. He wants security of his legal
rights, person and property. He demands bet-
ter enforcement of criminal laws, mindful
of the presidential commission’s assessment
that "“The existence of crime, the talk of
crime, the reports of crime, and the fear of
crime have eroded the basic quality of life
of many Americans."

He desires proper administration of jus-
tice, without fear or favor as to race, creed
or color, for despite popular opinion, sta-
tistics show most assaults and violent crimes
are committed by and against persons of the
same race, He knows law 1s the bulwark
which ensures and secures his daily freedom
and liberty. He is thankful to his country
for a legal system which protects his rights
as an individual, and respects his dignity
as a person.

He is grateful for another Law Day.

NEED TO REVISE SELECTIVE
SERVICE LAW—LV

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTENMEIER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
one of the most frequent arguments
made against a volunteer army is that
it is inflexible, that is to say, in times of
crisis, a volunteer force would not be able
to produce the necessary numbers of ad-
ditional combat troops needed to cope
with an emergency, particularly if it were
an unexpected one.

A pre-Vietnam strength of 2.7 million
men should be more than sufficient to
maintain America’s internal defenses
and its overseas commitments during
peacetime conditions. We have been as-
sured time and time again by Secretary
McNamara that our retaliatory force is
great enough to deter any potential ag-
gressor. With regard to limited aggres-
sion in other parts of the world, we
should rely more heavily upon the mili-
tary forces of our regional allies than
we have in the past, as well as, of course,
our superior military technology.

The role of the Reserves in a voluntary
program would be a vital one. Instead
of the present composition of a large, but
partially trained body of men, a situation
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which I might add, forced Secretary
McNamara to reduce draft calls for the
early months of 1967 to free training fa-
cilities for some of the reservists who had
not seen the inside of a barracks, a some-
what smaller but highly developed and
sophisticated military body could be
forged and could prove to be a valuable
complement to the Regular Armed
Forces. Through the incentive of greater
pay and a program of teaching and de-
veloping various occupational skills, vol-
untary enlistment in a revitalized Re-
serve could be spurred.

Mr. Speaker, whenever America has
been threatened by a foreign power, the
patriotism of our young male citizens has
been exhibited by a sharp rise in volun-
teer enlistments into our Armed Forces.
This has been true throughout our his-
tory and will continue to be so. Yet, in
times of war it has been necessary to re-
sort to a draft and I do feel that an ade-
quate draft mechanism should be main-
tained to go into effect when Congress
approves of its need.

UNITED STATES LAGS IN DAY CARE

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. Loxc] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to introduce today a bill
to amend title V of the Social Security
Act, so as to extend and improve the
Federal-State program of child welfare
services.

This legislation was originally intro-
duced in the 90th Congress by my col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr, Burge], carrying on the work
of the late and esteemed John Fogarty.

This legislation provides matching
funds to put Federal support of child
welfare programs on the same basis as
its share of other State welfare programs.
Until we end the present diserimination
against child welfare services, States will
tend to allot their extra funds to other
welfare programs yielding a higher rate
of Federal return.

The need is vital—for without a sig-
nificant Federal contribution for child
welfare services—including day care,
homemaker services and foster care—
and for overcoming the present shortage
of trained child welfare workers, our
child care programs will continue to be
weak and inadequate. For day care
alone, an estimated 2.7 million children
could use facilities similar to those now
available for less than 400,000.

Recent testimony on social security
revisions before the House Ways and
Means Committee was strongly in favor
of this bill. Public and private welfare
agencies and religious groups in my own
State of Maryland have also endorsed
this legislation. The Welfare Board of
Baltimore County, for example, would
make excellent use of increased funds for
foster care. Every year, there is an ever-
greater number of children in foster care
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programs; the number is now over 500,
But despite the board’s efforts, it faces
a situation which has its counterpart
throughout the country. Many children
are in unsuitable foster homes because
State and local child welfare funds are
not sufficient to pay realistic board rates
to foster parents. Increased funds would
not only improve foster homes, according
to the welfare board, but would also en-
able more parents to care for their chil-
dren in their own homes.

Maryland now receives only $774,261
in Federal child welfare funds through
title V. The Director of Maryland State’s
Department of Public Welfare estimates
that under the Federal matching system
provided by this bill, Maryland would re-
ceive approximately $8 million in the
first year, and increased amounts in fu-
ture years.

Support of legislation to improve child
welfare services has also come from such
groups as the Maryland Council of
Churches, the Jewish Family and Chil-
dren’s Service, the Board of Child Care
of the Baltimore Annual Conference of
the Methodist Church, and the Maryland
Conference of Social Welfare.

Increasing the funds available for day
care would also improve the effective-
ness of another high-priority program—
retraining the unemployed so that they
might transfer from welfare rolls to pay-
roll lists. Of the total number of persons
on welfare, 900,000 are mothers and 3.5
million are children. One of the most
striking statistics in a Labor Department
report on a job training program for
welfare recipients is that women make
up nearly half of those being trained.
Almost 84 percent of these women are
heads of families, and about half of
these have at least three dependents. If
we want to reduce welfare funds and
contribute to the self-sufficiency and
dignity of those now on welfare, the
United States must make adequate pro-
vision—as so many other countries now
do—for the care of children while their
mothers are working.

I would like to include, as part of my
statement, two recent newspaper articles
which provide added support for child
welfare legislation. The first, from the
Washington Post, describes the vastly
better day care services provided by Is-
rael and Sweden, and points up the de-
plorably large-scale child neglect in the
United States.

The second article, from the New
York Times, describes a report presented
to the recent biennial convention of the
National Council of Jewish Women. This
report underlines the necessity of day
care services for working mothers, with
special attention to women living in pov-
erty

Mr. Speaker, in his message to Con-
gress on the welfare of children, Presi-
dent Johnson acknowledged that the
social ills of our adult population have
their origin in unhealthy childhood de-
velopment:

In education, in health, in all of human
development, the early years are the critical
years. Ignorance, 111 health, personality dis-
order—these are disabilities often contracted
in childhood: afflictions which linger to
cripple the man and damage the next gen-
eration,
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This Congress is considering priority
legislation to fight crime, improve edu-
cation, and attack disease. But if im-
proved child welfare services are not
made a part of our priority attack on
social problems, efforts in these other
areas will be incomplete.

I am glad to join my colleagues who
have also cosponsored this legislation in
urging prompt enactment of this long-
overdue program to provide adequate
Federal support for child welfare.

The articles follow:

UNITED STATES LAGS IN PROVIDING DAY CARE
(By Carolyn Lewis)

Monday is Child Day Care Day in the Na-
tion’s Capital.

It will be a day to take stock of the avail-
able {facilities for children of working
mothers, and to welgh the centers now in
existence against the overwhelming demand
for more.

Throughout the United States, for example,
about one million young children are left
unsupervised while their mothers go out to
work. Some 38,000 of them are under the age
of slx.

Of the other 11 million American children
under 12 whose mothers are working, a high
percentage are supervised by indifferent rela-
tives and neighbors, often hushed-up by a
bag of popcorn and a TV set. Some of them
go to work with thelr mothers, while others
are looked after by an elder brother or sister
who is often a mere chlld himself.

In the entire United States, there is space
for only 400,000 children in licensed day care
premises, and all of these spaces are filled.

Day care means more than baby-sitting to
the professionals who are Involved in it.
Day care means creative play, music, art,
games, and emphasis on social and mental
growth, a high quality preparation for school
life.

One fact stands out in the stock-taking:
the United States is faced with a critical and
tragic shortage of day care facilities.

Why is it that countries like Sweden and
Israel provide vastly better day care for chil-
dren of working mothers than does the
United States?

Mrs. Avraham Harman, wife of the Israell
Ambassador, believes it is more a matter of
philosophy than finance.

“Ours is a child-oriented government in a
community which gives its highest priority
to the needs of the child,” she sald in an
interview.

In Israel, where, in 1965, 25.5 per cent of
the married women were employed in the
civilian labor force, and 25.1 percent of mar-
ried women working were mothers, there are
today sufficient day care centers for all chil-
dren needing them.

After-school clubs for school children
whose mothers have not yet returned home
from work, assure that children will be su-
wpervised until there is a parent available to
take over the responsibility.

Mrs. Harman, whose own children—David,
23, Naomi, 20, and Ilana, 18—all attended
kindergarten from the age of 2, said that so
popular are the day care centers that even
mothers who are not working tend to send
their children there.

The Israell Government realized early that
the centers could be used as a means to as-
similate different ethnic groups who were
migrating to Israel, and to upgrade those
from less-advanced cultures.

Israel also has a child allowance which is
built into the wage structure. Employe
wages increase in proportion to the number
of children the employe has.

In Sweden, which has one of the most ad-
vanced social welfare systems in the world,
the day care picture Is not so bright as it is
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in Israel—but it is still miles ahead of the
American achlevement.

Mrs. Hubert de Besche, wife of the Swedish
Ambassador, and mother of two grown
daughters, explained why:

“The first necessity is that the govern-
ment be interested—and ours is interested,”
wshe said.

In 1964, Swedish kindergartens accommo-
dated between 46-48,000 children, that is 20
per cent of all children between 5 and 6 years
of age. Day nurseries for children from six
months to 7 years (when public schooling
begins) took in 11,000 children. The
Swedish government is planning to double
the number of places by 1970.

Mrs. de Besche saild there is still a short-
age of day care places in Sweden, where
women are urgently encouraged to work be-
cause of a scarcity of labor.

“The government is dedicated to tackling
the problem, but it will take time,” she said.

One of the real innovations in the field is
being provided by private industry, A num-
ber of large companies have established their
own day nurseries on the premises, so that
working mothers can bring their children
with them when they go to their place of
employment.

ProTECTION TURGED FOR NEEDY WOMEN—
JEwisH Uwnrr Torp 14 MimnrioN ARE OPEN
T0 EXPLOITATION

(By Irving Splegel)

ATLANTA, April 10.—A vivid picture of the
plight of 14 million American women living
in poverty was presented here today In a
special report to the Natlonal Council of
Jewish Women.

Miss Hannah Stein, the organization’s ex-
ecutive director, declared that “thousands of
working mothers are faced with the des-
perate choice of leaving their children in-
adequately cared for while they work, or
going on welfare so that they can stay at
home with them.”

The report, presented to 1,000 delegates at-
tending the council's blennial convention
at the Marriott Hotel, was the result of an
education-for-action program, called “Wom-
en on the Move,” conducted in 48 cities in
cooperation with many local groups.

Miss Stein, who directed the preparation
of the report, sald that the women living in
poverty needed economic safeguards as well
as further social services.

“The most pressing needs found every-
where,” Miss Stein said, “were for minimum
wage protection for working women, day
care centers for working mothers, consumer
education and protection from exploitive
‘merchants of debt' and reform of welfare
regulations that discourage mothers from
working.”

The report sald that Negro women were the
“hardest hit of all,” adding that “56 percent
of all employed Negro women were found in
the worst paid, least protected service occu-
pations.”

“These are the same women, it was fre-
quently reported, who are forced to be the
maln support of their families because of the
discrimination in jobs against their hus-
bands,” the report said.

In citing the need for low-cost day care
centers, the report called it “doubly ironic”
that the “meager allotments" for mothers
under the aid for dependent children pro-
gram were cut if they sought “to raise their
standard of living by working."

The council found that “most women's
work is the most menial and the poorest
pald.” For instance, the report said, survey
teams in the poor neighborhoods of Minne-
apolis found that most jobs open to poor and
unskilled women were in intrastate service
categories not covered by Federal minimum
wage or equal pay laws.

“Discrimination against poor women fol-
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lows them right into the market place,” the
report sald. “Stores in poor neighborhoods
frequently sold poorer merchandise at higher
prices—an average of 10 per cent higher than
in middle class neighborhoods, reported an
official at one e

Furthermore, the report said, “few poor
families can get credit at banks and depart-
ment stores—so that many are forced to
turn to loan sharks who may charge up to 20
per cent interest on the unpaid balance of a
loan.”

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF IN-
VESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940
TO PROVIDE SAFEGUARDS FOR
MUTUAL FUND SHAREHOLDERS

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. Moss] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing a bill to amend the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 in order to
provide additional safeguards for mutual
fund shareholders. This legislation is
proposed by the Securities and Exchange
Commission in order to carry out the
recommendations in that Commission’s
report on the public policy implications
of investment company growth which
was transmitted to the Congress on De-
cember 2, 1966, and printed as a report
of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

The proposed legislation is the out-
growth of studies going back as far as
1958 and made primarily pursuant to the
farsighted congressional direction con-
tained in section 14(b) of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 authorizing
the Commission, if it finds that any sub-
stantial further increase in the size of
investment companies creates any prob-
lem involving the protection of investors
or the public interest, to. make a study
and investigation and to report the re-
sults to the Congress.

The first of these studies was by the
Wharton School of Finance and Com-
merce of the University of Pennsylvania
and was submitted to Congress in Au-
gust of 1962. It found that the more im-
portant current problems created by
growth in the mutual fund industry in-
volved the potential conflicts of interest
between fund management and fund
shareholders and secondly, the impact
of the growth of funds and their stock
purchases on the securities markets.
Next came the report of the staff of the
Commission’s special study of securities
markets. That study was made pursuant
to a House resolution sponsored by the
subcommittee of which I am now the
chairman, the Subcommittee on Com-
merce and Finance of the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee. Insofar
as mutual funds are concerned, the spe-
cial study examined problems associated
with the selling of fund shares, includ-
ing sales practices and the special prob-
lems created by the so-called front-end
load on plans for the accumulation of
mutual fund shares through monthly
payments.
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Both of these studies were made for
the Commission, not by the Commission.
Following their publication and at the
suggestion of our committee, the Com-
mission itself commenced an extensive
study, including an evaluation of the
public policy questions raised by the
prior studies. As Chairman STAGGERS
pointed out when the Commission’s
study was released, a report of this na-
ture by an agency charged by Congress
with the responsibility for the supervi-
sion and regulation of the investment
company industry is of the greatest sig-
nificance to that industry and to the
publie.

One striking and undeniable fact
which emerges from all these studies is
the tremendous growth and resulting
change in the investment company in-
dustry since 1940 when the Investment
Company Act was passed, and the cor-
responding increase in the significance
of that industry to the American people
and to the economy. During the period
from 1940 to June 30, 1966, the assets of
investment companies increased from
about $2.1 billion to $46.4 billion. The
mutual funds accounted for most of this
growth. Their net assets increased from
$450 million in 1940 to about $38.2 billion
at June 30, 1966. Presently more than 3%
million Americans own mutual fund
shares as compared with less than
300,000 in 1940. It would seem clear that
growth and change of this magnitude
makes it necessary that Congress under-
take a careful review of the Investment
Company Act, which has not been signif-
icantly amended since it was passed 27
years ago. The studies of the Commission
together with the legislative proposals
which have been submitted by the Com-
mission as a result of such studies pro-
vide a firm foundation for such a review.

‘We plan early hearings on this legisla-
tion at which all segments of the invest-
ment company industry and all other
interested persons will have an oppor-
tunty to express their views and to have
them considered. While I understand
that the Commission has also received
and considered the views of many persons
in formulating the legislative proposals
now before us, I am sure that the hear-
ings before our committee will further
illuminate the matter. Without attempt-
ing to predict the precise form which the
legislation will ultimately take, it seems
reasonably clear, as the Commission’s
report points out, that the tremendous
growth of the industry since 1940 has
created certain situations in which there
may be a need for additional protection
for shareholders. At the same time, the
very fact of this growth is convincing
evidence that mutual funds provide a
valuable medium by which small inves-
tors may obtain the benefits of diversifi-
cation and professional management,
and, as the Commission has pointed out
in its report, on the whole the invest-
ment company industry reflects diligent
management by competent persons and
the general record of the industry is one
of which it can be justly proud.

Against this background, I am con-
vinced that the Congress will develop
legislation which will not only better
serve the needs of the millions of Amer-
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icans who have invested billions of dol-
lars of their savings in investment com-
pany shares but will assist the industry
to continue its growth and prosperity
on a sound basis. Certainly this has
been the result of the pioneering invest-
ment company legislation adopted by
Congress in 1940 and in this instance, I
think history will repeat itself.

POLICY MEMORANDUM ON “FREE-
DOM OF INFORMATION"

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr, Moss] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I direct to
the attention of my colleagues an im-
portant policy memorandum relating to
freedom of information, issued by Sec-
retary of Defense McNamara today.

In addition to reaffirming the public
information policy of the Department of
Defense, the memorandum specifically
prohibits the calculated withholding of
unfavorable news stories from Stars and
Stripes and other troop publications, and
it prohibits the censorship of news stories
or broadcasts over Armed Forces radio
and television stations. The Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Manpower, who
has jurisdiction over these facilities, is
specifically directed to take positive
steps to assure a free flow of informa-
tion to our troops.

The Subcommittee on Foreign Opera-
tions and Government Information, of
which I am chairman, is currently in-
vestigating charges of military interfer-
ence and censorship relating to the Eu-
ropean edition of Stars and Stripes, ex-
amples of which were placed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD recently by the
gentleman from Illinois, Congressman
RumsreLD, a member of the subcommit-
tee.

The Secretary is to be commended for
taking this positive action to help deter
the nonsensical military meddling with
the free flow of information to the public
and to the members of our Armed Forces.
It is an action the subcommittee has
been urging for some time. The subcom-
mittee will continue its investigations
and general surveillance of military in-
formation practices to assure that the
Secretary’s stated policy achieves its ob-
jective.

The memorandum follows:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, May 1, 1967,

Memorandum for Secretaries of the Military
Departments, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering, Assistant Sec-
retaries of Defense, Assistants to the
Secretary of Defense, Directors of the
Defense Agencies.

Subject: Freedom of information.

I want to reaffirm that the public informa-
tlon policy of the Department of Defense
demands maximum disclosure of information
except for that which would be of material
assistance to potential enemies. The Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs)
must take all actions necessary to implement
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that policy, assuring that nothing inhibits
the flow of unclassified information to the
American public.

Members of our Armed Forces constitute
an important segment of this public. They
are entitled to the same unrestricted access
to news as are all other citizens. Interfer-
ence with this access to news will not be
permitted. The calculated withholding of
unfavorable news stories and wire service re-
ports from troop information publications
such as Stars and Stripes, or the censorship
of news stories or broadcasts over such out-
lets as Armed Forces Radio and Television
Service, is prohibited.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Man-
power) is directed to take all actions neces-
sary to assure a free flow of information to
our troops.

News management and meddling with the
news will not be tolerated, either in external
public information or internal troop infor-
mation.

ROBERT 5. MCNAMARA.

THE ELEMENTARY AND SECOND-
ARY EDUCATION AMENDMENTS
OF 1967

Mr. HAGAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. St GERMAIN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous

~ matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to express my strong opposi-
fion to an attempt being made in the
Congress to water down this Nation’s
commitment to the education of deprived
children.

I am speaking of the gentleman from
Minnesota, Representative Quie’s pro-
posed amendment to the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 which
has gained such wide support on the
other side of the aisle.

The gentleman from Minnesota's
amendment would essentially shift Fed-
eral aid away from special targets, such
as aid to schools educating large num-
bers of deprived children, in favor of
block grants to States.

Under the present law, at least 80 per-
cent of Federal funds must go to the
underprivileged. Mr. QuIie's amend-
ment provides for only a 50-percent min-
imum of Federal funds to beneflt dis-
advantaged children.

Mr. Speaker, one of the main purposes
of the 1965 legislation pertaining to ele-
mentary and secondary schools was to
focus attention upon this Nation's slum
schools. Why should the further prog-
ress of these schools, which are in such
dire need of our assistance, now be
placed in jeopardy by legislation such as
that proposed by the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. QuUie]?

Though my own State of Rhode Island
would receive approximately the same
amount of funds under Mr. QUIE'S
amendment as it enjoys under the pres-
ent legislation, such States as New York
and Mississippi, with perhaps the largest
number of educationally disadvantaged
children enrolled in school, would suffer
substantial reductions in Federal funds.

These so-called block grants to be
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made under the Quie amendment would
place many large cities at the mercy of
State officials who may or may nof be
sympathetic toward our underprivileged
children.

While I recognize that the Quie
amendment would substantially reduce
the amount of redtape associated with
the distribution of Federal funds under
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act, I feel that it would undermine
the original intent of the legislation and
would place our private schools at a dis-
tinet disadvantage with respect to par-
ticipation in Federal aid.

Our commitment to the education of
underprivileged children is too great to
allow such a compromise as that offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Quie]l. I ask that my colleagues join me
in opposing this dilution of our commit-
ment.

POSTAL SERVICE STUDY MAY
BRING REFORM

Mr. HAGAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, the con-
structive dialog Postmaster General
O'Brien stimulated with his bold pro-
posal to permit a nonprofit corporation
to take over the delivery of the mail
continues to flower across the country.
In an editorial, which I insert in the
Recorp, the Beaver County Times ex-
pressed its belief that the atfention to
postal problems resulting from Mr.
O'Brien’s recommendation holds hope
for improved postal service in the
future.

[From the Beaver County (Pa.) Times,

Apr. 18, 1967)
PosTAL SeErvICE STUDY MAY BRING REFORM
Maybe Postmaster General Lawrence

O'Brien has something In his proposal that
the Post Office Department be replaced by a
non-profit government corporation. The
corporation would be operated by a board
of directors appointed by the President and
confirmed by Congress and the board would
appoint a professional manager.

Under Mr. O'Brien's proposal, the corpora-
tion would be “given a clear mandate on the
percentage of cost coverage for postal serv-
ices, so that further revisions in rates—
should they be necessary—would be on a
fixed formula basis.” Any deficit between
operating costs and revenue would be sub-
sidized by congressional appropriations.

There would, of course, be the danger that
appointees to the board of directors would
be professional politicians or political hacks.
This would result in the inefficient and waste-
ful management for which government en-
terprises are noted. But this is not the Post-
master General's concept of how the Post
Office Department should be managed.

“The postal service,” he sald, “should
fully reflect the genius of American manage-
ment and Industrial skills . . . If we ran our
telephone system the way we run the Post
Office, the carrier pigeon business would still
have a great future.”

President Johnson has named a 10-man
commission comprised mainly of business
executives to study the postal service as it
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is presently constituted and determined if
it could be improved by a non-profit govern-
ment corporation, The commission will make
recommendations to the President within a

year,

It is hoped that the study will result in
much needed reform in the methods now
used in operating the world’'s largest postal
service.

CONGRESS NEEDS TO KNOW HOW
THE CRIMINAL GETS HIS WEAPON

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Casey] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr, CASEY. Mr. Speaker, the great
unanswered question in the argument
over restrictive firearms legislation is
this: Where does the criminal obtain his
gun?

No one, including the Justice Depart-
ment or our own great Federal Bureau of
Investigation, can give this Congress the
answer needed to legislate effectively.

But a little ray of light has been shed
on this great unknown factor by a re-
cent survey made by the Los Angeles
district attorney’s office, and I found the
results to be most enlightening. It is
indeed unfortunate that this information
is not available on a nationwide scale.

A few days ago, in testifying before the
House Judiciary Subcommittee No. 5
against the restrictive provisions of H.R.
5384, I told my respected colleagues:

We are being asked to legislate without
facts. We are being asked to enact rigid re-
strictions on millions of decent Americans

without full knowledge of the cause and the
source of the problem.

I say to the Attorney General—tell this
Congress how many cases have been brought
under the Federal Firearms Act, Section 901,
where it is illegal for a felon to transport or
recelve firearms or ammunition that moved
in interstate commerce? How many machine-
gun and sawed-off shotgun bandits have been
prosecuted for violation of the National Pire-
arms Act?

I say to the Secretary of Treasury and the
Internal Revenue Service—how many prose-
cutions have been made under the Internal
Revenue Code against armed robbers for
failure to declare, pay or for other evasion of
income taxes?

I say to the law enforcement officers of
this Natlon—how vigorous is your enforce-
ment of local and state laws on possession
and use of firearms by the criminal?

And I say to our own great F.B.I.—give this
Congress and the American people the facts
on criminal use of firearms. Tell us how and
where the criminal gets his weapon. Is it
stolen? Does he buy it under the counter
in a roadside gin mill? Or from a hock shop?
Or by mail order? Tell this Congress how
many of the 5,684 homicides during 1965
were crimes of passion—where any weapon
at hand would have been used—and how
many were cold blooded murders? We cannot
enact fair, equitable and effective legislation
without these facts, for I am convinced that
our problem is the criminal—and I frankly
see no provision in HR. 5384 which will stop
him.

Mr. Speaker, when I learned of the
survey made by Los Angeles District At-
torney Evelle J. Younger, I asked him to
send me a copy of it. The facts are
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startling—and a far cry from what those
who advocate restrictive legislation over
firearms would have you believe.

I ask my colleagues to look at the facts
disclosed by the survey, and by the Los
Angeles Times news story of January 8,
1967, which gave details of the 26-day
survey made last September. The Times
stated:

A high proportion of guns used in crime In
the Los Angeles area are either stolen in
burglaries or obtained by criminals from
private individuals.

Yet guns are involved in only a fraction of
erimes here—perhaps less than seven percent
of all felonies. . .

The study involved an investigation of
4,065 felony crimes which were presented to
the District Attorney’s office for the issuance
of complaints—and it shows that guns were
involved In 263 of these crimes.

Of the weapons recovered by the police, the
two largest traceable categories were 30 guns
that had been stolen and 37 that had been
obtained by suspects from private individ-
uals.

The study indicates that one argument, at
least, of gun control proponents—that con-
trol over the sale of retail weapons should be
tightened—would have no effect on most
Los Angeles crimes in which guns are used.

Mr. Speaker, let us look at the other
sources from which criminals obtained
their weapons in Los Angeles, according
to the district attorney’s survey:

Thirty-nine were stolen.

Thirty-seven bought from a private
party.

Five claimed they were found.

One got his from his mother.

One got his from a pawnshop.

One rented his gun.

Twenty-seven were bought from local
retailer.,

Eight were obtained out of State.

Ninety-five the police could not deter-
mine the source of the gun, and I am
willing to bet that a great portion of
these were bought under the counter, or
stolen,

But let us continue with the Times
story:

The background of criminal gunmen also
was indicated in the study.

Forty-three of the suspects were former
convicts. Thirteen of these obtained their
guns from private individuals and nine stole
them. Police were unable to determine how
they got guns in 14 instances.

The remaining seven ex-convicts got weap-
ons from miscellaneous sources, including
one who found a gun, one who bought one
in another state, and one who purchased one
with a forged check.

Eight additional defendants had a history
of mental illness. They had all taken their
guns in burglaries, with the exception of two
cases that police could not trace.

The fact that less than seven percent of
the felonies studied involved guns can lead
to various conclusions, it was noted.

Many felonies, such as felonious drunk
driving, possession of marijuana, and even
burglary, would not normally require guns.

It might also be argued that the relatively
low involvement of guns in felonies is a direct
result of tough penalties.

If a weapon is used in burglary or robbery,
for example, the offense becomes first-degree
and the offender may be punished more se-
verely, authorities explained.

And that last statement, Mr. Speaker,
points the way for this Congress to act
effectively to curb the criminal use of
firearms—which after all—is the source
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of our problem. And that, too, is the
sum and substance of my bill, H.R. 6137,
which is before Judiciary Subcommittee
No. 5. It would strike hard at the crim-
inal—not the sportsman, gun collector,
gunsmith, or dealer who abides by all
laws and regulations. My bill would set
a mandatory 10-year Federal penalty for
use or possession of firearms during the
commission of major crimes of violence,
and a 25-year mandatory penalty for any
subsequent offense.

Surely, there is need for this Congress
to know the full, factual story on where
the criminal obtains his weapon, for it
is ridiculous to ask us to enact unneeded
and unnecessary restrictions on the law-
abiding in a useless attempt to control
the criminal. Enactment of my bill—
plus full and vigorous enforcement of
existing Federal and State laws covering
firearms—can end the problem our Na-
tion faces.

I urge my colleagues to join with me in
this effort.

PACIFIC CONFERENCE ON URBAN
GROWTH OPENS TODAY IN HA-
WAII

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman

from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA] may ex-.

tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, to-
day marks the commencement of an
important 12-day conference in Hono-
lulu, Hawaii. Called the Pacific Confer-
ence on Urban Growth, it is jointly
sponsored by the State of Hawaii, the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and the Agency for In-

ternational Development. This unusual

Federal-State sponsored conference is a
forum where officials of East Asia and
Pacific nations will exchange ideas on
how to relieve the social pressures of
mushrooming urban population growth.
It advances our President’s theme of pro-
moting Asia regional development for the
mutual benefit of Asian countries.

I would like to point out that the se-
lection of Hawaii as the site for this
conference is another example of the
growing role of importance that our
insular State is playing as a bridge for
social and economic exchange between
the East and West. This is a fact to
which I point with great pride. Hawaii
is uniquely endowed to serve in this ca-
pacity, and it is prepared to offer its
resources to every effort which will pro-
mote greater understanding and coop-
eration among the nations of the Pacific.

Gathered in Honolulu for the opening
of the Pacific Conference on Urban
Growth are planning and development
officials from Australia, Thailand, Japan,
Vietnam, Pakistan, Ryukyu Islands,
Singapore, Malaysia, Taiwan, Philip-
pines, Laos, Indonesia, India, Korea,
Fiji, and the Crown Colony of Hong
Kong.

In addition to extensive meetings on
the economic and social aspects of urban
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growth in Asia and the Pacific, conferees
will also participate in open-panel dis-
cussions and workshop sessions which
will intensively explore specific problems.
The conference will close on a progressive
note as ministerial-level officials gather
during the last 3 days to review the
proceedings and to plan for the future.

It has been my privilege to provide
continuing support during the months of
planning which preceded this confer-
ence. I am sure that my colleagues
would want to join me in extending every
best wish for a successful and productive
conference to cosponsors Governor
Burns of Hawaii, HUD Secretary Robert
C. Weaver, and AID Administrator Wil-
liam S. Gaud.

ADDRESS BY DAVID LEE CHERNEY
TO 76TH NATIONAL CONGRESS OF
THE DAUGHTERS OF THE AMER-
ICAN REVOLUTION

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. Barinc] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARING. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I would like
to have inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp a speech which impressed me
very much and which was given by David
Lee Cherney, of Redwood City, Calif.,
national president of the Children of the
American Revolution on the occasion of
the 76th National Congress of the
Daughters of the American Revolution
held here in Washington, D.C., early in
April of this year.

Young David’s speech restores our faith
in the young people of America today:

Greetings to the Seventy-sixth National
Congress of the Daughters of the American
Revolution from David Lee Cherney, Nation-
al President of the Children of the American
Revolution,

Madam President General, Members of the
Daughters of the American Revolution, Dis-
tinguished guests, and Friends.

It is with much gratefulness that I address
you on behalf of the organization you
founded for your children 72 years ago, The
Children of the American Revolution,

As you all know from the experience of be-
ing parents at one time or another, we young
people have a tendency to forget to show
our appreciation for those things which help
us become better individuals, such as the
education, training, environment and love
you have provided for us.

In the next couple of minutes besides just
expressing our appreciation for all you have
done for us I want to show to you that we
are really aware of some of the benefits we
have obtained through our experience in
C.AR.

As we reach the age where we must realize
it is time to say good-bye to C.A.R. and time
to transfer to D.A.R. or S.A.R. we also begin
to reflect back on our own lives to see if we
can discover things that made us the way we
are and compare ourselves to those around
us. It is this comparison that paints such
a striking picture. I do not want to take the
time to describe to you what we are like be-
cause you know and it is what you are most
familiar with and therefore, does not paint
a very vivid pleture.
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But I am going to tell you what we are
not like.

There seems to be at the moment a group,
quickly increasing in number, of “so called
people” who seem to have lost their way.
Not only do they lead aimless lives having
lost their incentive and ambition but their
whole outlook has become selfish and they
are interested in little other than them-
selves. Although their complete disregard
for modern sanitation and lack of personal
grooming and cleanliness hardly indicates
that.

The fact that they believe they obtain
worthwhile recognition by their slovenly
unconventional dress Indicates their total
lack of values.

Their disrespect for law and social ethics
exhibits the disintegration and lack of
morals. And on top of all this they believe
they are intellectual because they play the
new game called “The Trip” a pretended
search through drugs of their inner most
minds which are probably as shallow as their
skulls are thick. And the most they have
to claim for themselves is the title of
"Hlpplﬂ."

I and my peers thank “God” that we have
more to claim than that. We are most
ashamed and embarrassed to have to admit
that this group is a part of our genera-
tion. For we DO take pride in the values
and morals that have been taught to us and
that we have adopted as ours. We are espe-
cially grateful to be able to say that we
are Americans because that means that we
have the right and privileges to defend our
standards against those who would like to
eliminate them.

As C.AR. members we realize that to de-
fend our American way of life we must fight
against the spread of the attitudes and be-
havior I just described. We will win, but
the more kids we have helping the easier it
will be. So I would like to mention at this
time that there is an estimated 800,000 pos-
sible C.AR. members, all your children and
grandchildren, but that at this time we
only have less than !4 per cent, or 17,000
of them in our membership. So I would like
to suggest that if you are really interested
in seeing us win you will try to get as
many of the remaining 783,000 possible mem-
bers to join our ranks. Remember they are
also the future members of your organization.

So from the Children of the American Rev-
olution to our mother or organization we say
Thanks “Mom"!, for everything.

THE VIETNAM PAUSE

Mr. HAGAMN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RoSENTHAL] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I
want to take this opportunity to set
forth in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD an
article by Robert Kleiman, which ap-

in today's New York Times, en-
titled “Making the Next Vietnam Pause
Work.”

This is one of the most comprehensive,
thoughtful, provocative, and factual
presentations on the situation in Viet-
nam, which I have been privileged to
read.

Because of its excellence and the ac-
curacy of its contents, I would like to
give it as widespread dissemination as
possible, and make it available to those
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who have not had the chance to read it
in the Times itself.

I therefore include it in the Recorp at
this point.

[From the New York Times, May 1, 1967]
MARING THE NEXT VIETNAM PAUSE WORK
(By Robert Eleiman)

The one or two-day truce and bombing
pause now scheduled for the anniversary of
Buddha's birth, May 23, could well set in
motion another major attempt at peacemak-
ing in Vietnam. For those who hope for such
an attempt and want it to succeed, it is es-
sential to be clear about what went wrong in
the peacemaking efforts of the past.

The explanation the Administration is en~
couraging the world to belleve is that Wash-
ington has been consistently seeking and
Hanol reslsting negotiations, But the reality
appears to be that both sides have been
shifting position repeatedly over the past
thirty-two months, alternately blowing hot
and cold about peace talks,

Originally, Hanol was willing to talk. In
September 1964 it accepted Secretary Gen-
eral Thant's proposal, relayed by Moscow,
for secret contacts with Washington., For
four months the Johnson Administration
failed to reply, then rejected Mr. Thant's
follow-up suggestion of a meeting of the
American and North Vietnamese Ambassa-
dors in Rangoon.

Twenty-four hours after word of this
rejection reached Hanol in February 1965
American bombing of North Vietnam began,
allegedly In retallation for a major Vietcong
attack on the American base at Pleiku.
American marines began landing in South
Vietnam a month later, followed by other
combat troops. Hanol responded by stepping
up its infiltration, sending regular North
Vietnamese Army troops to fight in the
South as organized units for the first time.

THE BALTIMORE PROPOSAL

At Baltimore on April 7, 1965, Mr. Johnson
suggested ‘“unconditional discussions"—a
proposal to talk while the bombing of North
Vietnam and fighting in the South contin-
ued. Hanoi's response was that the bombing
of North Vietnam had to stop first. Mean-
while, in reply to the peace aims President
Johnson outlined at Baltimore, Hanol on
April 8 announced its own terms, the highly
ambiguous Four Points.

The next shift in positions came on May
12, 1965, when President Johnson for the
first time suspended the bombing of North
Vietnam—for a "“limited trial period.” His
secret message to Hanol gave North Vietnam
four to ten days to order “significant reduc-
tions" In Communist armed attacks in South
Vietnam if it wanted the pause extended.
A permanent end of the bombing, Mr. John-
son indicated, would require an end to all
armed actions by the Communists in the
South.

Hanol returned this letter twice, once
symbolically unopened. It then rejected it
publicly, denouncing the time limit, which
gave the message the character of an ulti-
matum, as well as the demand for a military
gquid pro quo in the South. The Soviet Unlon,
actlve earlier in urging peace talks and
forwarding messages, refused even to discuss
this one. On May 18, six days after the
suspension, bombing was resumed.

Through the next seven months the John-
son Administration resisted pressure for
another, more prolonged, pause. Washington
insisted on a “clear indication” in advance
from Hanol that there would be "“"commen-
surate actions in relation to the infiltration
and military action in South Vietnam and
the presence of North Vietnamese military
personnel.”

But in December 1965, with 190,000 Amer-
fcan troops in South Vietnam, President
Johnson ordered a second bombing pause,
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this time without setting a time lmit or
asking advance assurances of a reciprocal
military step by the Communists. Washing-
ton made it clear that the pause would
continue if Hanol simply agreed to negotiate.
The Soviet Union, which had privately sug-
gested this American approach, sent a high-
level mission to Hanoi. The Pope, Secretary
General Thant and dozens of nonaligned
nations urged North Vietnam to open talks.

HANOI'S REJECTION

But Hanol, apparently believing it was
winning the war, failed to return to the pro-
negotiation position it had held only a year
earlier. Hanol now advanced demands for
a permanent and unconditional halt to the
bombing as well as acceptance of its Four
Points, which remained wrapped In am-
biguity. It remained unclear whether the
Four Points were proposals for a settlement,
open for bargaining, or preconditions for a
negotiation—that had to be accepted before
talks began, After 37 inconclusive days of
truce in the air and diplomatic probes on the
ground, American bombing of the North re-
sumed at the end of January 1966.

TALKS IF BOMBING HALTS

Nine months later, In the fall of 1866,
Hanoi's position began to change signifi-
cantly. There were increasing indications
from Russia and Eastern European coun-
tries, then Hanol itself, that North Vietnam
was prepared to accept what it had rejected
in January—an undertaking to enter into
negotiations if the bombing was halted.

Later Ho Chi Minh's letter to President
Johnson (February 1967) confirmed that
Hanol was no longer insisting on a “perma-
nent" cessation of the bombing; it was seek-
ing an “unconditional” halt, one that would
not commit North Vietnam in advance to re-
ciprocal military measures in the South.

There was another important slgn of a
shift in Hanol's position, also later confirmed
in the Ho Chi Minh letter. Hanol clearly was
no longer asking acceptance of its Four
Points as a precondition for talks. Thus
there was no longer any question of a de-
mand for withdrawal of American troops,
recognition of the Vietcong or acceptance of
the Vietcong program for South Vietnam be-
fore negotiations,

Most important, the Ho Chi Minh letter
confirmed that Hanol was not only prepared
to defy Peking by opening talks but was pro-
posing to negotiate billaterally with the
United States, leaving out the Vietcong.

These shifts—plus the demoralizing effect
they presumably would have on the Vietcong
guerrillas once negotiations opened—pro-
vided Washington with the opportunity, if
it wanted to seize it, to test anew Hanoi's
sincerity.

JOHNSON’S CONDITIONS

President Johnson's response in February
was to revive a series of conditions similar
to those he had proposed in 1965 but had
put aside during the January 1066 bombing
pause. Once again a brief time limit was at-
tached to the bombing pause—It was to run
four days—a period later extended by thirty-
six hours because of the Wilson-Kosygin talks
in London. The deadline imparted to this
third cessation, as to the first in May 1965,
the character of an ultimatum. Once again
President Johnson called for reciprocal mili-
tary measures by North Vietnam in the South
as the price for prolonging the pause. And
for the first time he asked Hanol not only
to agree to a reciprocal military move but
to carry it out before the bombing stopped.

In his Feb. 8 letter to Ho Chl Minh, which
rejected the suggestion of a bombing halt
followed by bilateral negotiations, Mr. John-
son said his concern was that North Viet-
nam might “make use of such action by us
to improve its military position.” But he did
not limit himself to this concern in making
a counterproposal that seemed a step for-
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ward but actually was a step backward. He
proposed a freeze of American force levels in
the South to accompany the bombing halt in
the North. But, in return, he asked North
Vietnam not only to halt its own manpower
build-up in the South, but to stop all infiltra-
tion of materiél. This amounted to seeking
through a bombing pause what the bombing
itself had failed to achieve: a halt in in-
filtration. And to the North Vietnamese, as
Prime Minister Wilson pointed out at the
time, it meant “they would be leaving per-
haps 100,000 North Vietnamese (troops) at
risk in the South, denuded of necessary
supplies.”

Mr. Wilson, in contact with Hanoi, through
Premier Kosygin's London visit, felt that a
further extension of the pause by Washing-
ton and a secret pledge by Hanoi of almost
any reciprocal military move would permit
negotiations to be engaged. Neither Washing-
ton nor Hanol was willing to make the first
move to activate such a deal and the bomb-
ing resumed. But this concept still offers the
best chance to get peace talks going.

Other United States proposals apparently
were made during the meetings in Moscow
early this year between an American and a
North Vietnamese diplomat. But this first
sustained series of secret contacts led no-
where because Hanoi's representative was
only prepared to listen, not talk, prior to
cessation of the bombing. And all the Ameri-
can messages, including an inquiry about the
agenda for a conference, seemed designed to
induce Hanol either to talk while the bomb-
ing went on or to agree in advance to pay a
military price in the South in return for
suspension of the bombing.

Washington is suspicious that North Viet-
nam is far more interested in halting the
bombing than in genuinely negotiating and
would drag out any talks to gain a military
advantage. No one forgets Korea, where fight-
ing went on for two years during the
Panmuniom talks.

These concerns are legitimate. But there
are other ways to satisfy them than to in-
sist that Hanol back down first on its two-
year refusal to talk while being bombed.

TWO ROUTES TO TALKS

One way would be for Moscow, which pro-
vides Hanol with much military and eco-
nomic aid, to use this leverage to induce
North Vietnam to negotiate in good faith
and not step up its infiltration during a
bombing suspension. But since Soviet action
is highly unlikely, the United States could
take the initiative. It could suspend the
bombing but make it clear, after talks open,
that negotiations could not continue very
long if either side substantially increased its
force levels in South Vietnam or the flow
of supplies to its troops or allles.

The Pentagon already has lald the ground-
work for such a position in the projected
May 23 truce. It has announced that it re-
serves the right to take appropriate military
action against abnormally large efforts to
resupply Communist troops, If no such ab-
normal resupply efforts are noted, there
would be no reason not to extend the pause
and test Hanol's willingness to negotiate, It
goes without saying that prolonged lack of
progress in such negotiations, just as in-
creased Communist infiltration, could and
probably would lead to a step-up in the war.

RISK TAKEN LAST YEAR

There undoubtedly are some military risks
in such an approach. Mr. Johnson took such
risks a year ago. He suspended bombing for
37 days at a time when nelther the military
nor the political situation in South Vietnam
was as secure as today. Yet Hanol gained no
significant military advantage. He was pre-
pared to open negotiations first, then ask
assurances that Hanol would not obtain a
military advantage from further prolonga-
tion of the bombing pause.

The May 23 truce, if it occurs, could pro-

CXIII—T716—Part 9

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

vide another opportunity to return to the
American position of a year ago. Otherwise
the outlook is for continued deadlock, fur-
ther escalation and the likelihood of a much
longer—and perhaps a much wider—war.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S RENT SUP-
PLEMENT PROGRAM ENDORSED
BY THE EVENING STAR

Mr. HAGAN. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GoNzaLEz] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr, Speaker, Presi-
dent Johnson has long been seeking ways
to obtain decent housing for America’s
low-income families. In his message to
Congress, the President said:

With low-rent housing in short supply, it
is more important than ever to stimulate
construction by private enterprise and non-
profit organizations. The Rent Supplement
program authorizes payments that make the
construction of low-rent units attractive for
builders.

An editorial in the Evening Star so
aptly pointed out that the concept of a
rent supplement program is “sound, and
the initial results are sufficiently encour-
aging to stimulate congressional enthusi-
asm, rather than a continuing series of
roadblocks.” I could not agree more.

There has been a great deal of criti-
cism resulting from misunderstandings
about the rent supplement program. The
truth is that this program does provide
private enterprise with an opportunity to
participate in housing for low-income
families. The rent supplement program
is privately sponsored, privately built,
privately managed, and privately owned.
In addition, as reported in this editorial,
“it encourages & variety of new possibil-
ities for housing low-income families,
particularly in existing rehabilitated
structures.”

Thus, I urge that my colleagues care-
fully read this editorial published in the
Evening Star and consider the points
which it raises. The editorial follows:
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,

Apr. 27, 1967]
STRANGE War

Two years ago a shortsighted Congress
gave the administration a paltry $12 million
to launch its imaginative rent supplement
program. Last year, this promising new
housing aid barely survived a bitter floor fight

in the House, escaping with a $30 million ap--

propriation. Any day now, acting on the re-
quest for this year's funds, the House Ap-
propriations Committee will open the third
round in the fight amid indications of re-
newed efforts to scuttle the whole program.

The $40 million sought on this occasion is
extremely modest in view of the program’s
widespread endorsement In local communi-
ties throughout the country. It is not the
cost, however, but the concept which is at
the root of continued conservative opposi-
tion in Congress. And that is what makes this
lingering warfare so hard to understand.

In a news analysis the other day, the As-
sociated Press accurately noted that the pro-
gram is widely supported by such tradition-
ally conservative groups as home bullders,

11343

bankers and real estate boards—{for good rea-
son. The rent supplement approach is a step
away from the traditional form of public
housing in the direction of private enter-
prise. It encourages a varlety of new possi-
bilities for housing low-income families, par-
ticularly in existing rehabilitated structures.
Not enough time has elapsed for anyone to
know precisely how effective this new tool
may be. The concept, however, is sound, and
the initial results are sufficiently encourag-
ing to stimulate congressional enthusiasm,
rather than a continuing series of road
blocks.

MANPOWER PROGRAM

Mr. HAGAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HorLLanp] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, Speaker, the
manpower report of the President con-
tains striking proof that 1966 was a year
of progress—a year when this country
took further strides toward its goal of
making every man and woman in this
country self-sufficient.

Like all reports, it lists moneys and
total numbers and percentages—but its
impact lies not in terms of thousands
and millions but in individuals.

For the manpower program was de-
vised to aid individuals—Ilike the young
man in the Baltimore Neighborhood
Youth Corps programs whose part-time
work enabled him to continue his edu-
cation. Or the distraught young mother
struggling along on relief payments
whose on-the-job training under the
Manpower Development and Training
Act has made her a self-supporting
nurse’'s aid—helping others while she
helps herself.

Employers, too, benefit from this pro-
gram. For the manpower program has
provided needed training for thousands
of workers to relieve acute manpower
shortages in areas ranging from subpro-
fessional hospital workers to highly
skilled craftsmen in the tool and die
industry.

Society benefits from increased taxes
coupled with lessened welfare pay-
ments—and from the intangible human
values—the pride and increased self-
esteem of the illiterate worker who
learned to read a newspaper while he
was learning to perform his job better.

We have made great progress, Mr.
Speaker, but we have not licked all the
problems.

Over 12 percent of our young people
aged 16 to 19 were still looking for jobs
at year’s end.

Among Negroes and other minority
groups, the unemployment rate was al-
most double the overall rate.

In slums and depressed rural areas,
joblessness ran close to 10 percent, com-
pared to a national average of 3.8 per-
cent. And one out of every three people
in those areas who are or ought to be
working today faces some severe employ-
ment problem,

The seasonally employed workers and
the physically and mentally handicapped
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present special problems for which we
must find adequate solutions.

Many of our chronically unemployed
and underemployed require special man-
power services before they can become
fully adequate workers and earners.
There are an estimated 2 million poten-
tial workers who can be helped and are
willing to help themselves.

To give these men and women the help
they deserve will require hard work, co-
ordination among the Federal agencies
involved, and adequate funds to finance
the needed programs.

It needs, in other words, the continued
strong support of the Congress. For as
the President said, these Americans need
hope, not handouts. They want, and
deserve, work and training, not welfare.

THE GREAT CRISIS IN CALIFORNIA
EDUCATION

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. TUNNEY] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, an arti-
cle appeared in the Los Angeles Times
West magazine of March 26, 1967 by Dr.
Simon Ramo which discussed in depth
the contributions of California’s higher
education system to the well being of
the State.

I think the article deserves careful
reading and will serve to stimulate the
continuing discussion of higher educa-
tion in California.

I ask permission to include this article
in the REecorb.

THE GREAT CRISIS IN CALIFORNIA EDUCATION
(By Dr. Simon Ramo)

Higher education in the State of California
is suddenly confronted with a grand crisis.
Unsettled vital issues which have been sim-
mering for a long time have now bubbled
to the surface of public attention and the
front page. A cloud of controversy has settled
over everything at a time when the visibility
of all the issues and clarity of thought are
most needed.

The problem and its implications go far
deeper than merely budgetary. These as-
pects involve the following: freedom of ex-
pression on the campus;, the policy of pro-
viding every qualified high school graduate
with the opportunity of receiving a free
higher education, determining the amount
of taxes the citizens are asked to pay or are
willilng to pay; the reorganization of the
management and the improving of relation-

ships among scores of institutions, ranging

from the University of California and its
many branches through the larger number
of SBtate Colleges and the even more nu-
merous Junior Colleges. All these problems
must be identified, analyzed and dealt with.
Otherwise, the penalties will be great.

First and foremost, neglecting attention
to these problems will result in the impair-
ment of the quality of education, and this
will touch off a chain reaction of deleterious
effects which will undermine the economiec
and sociological underpinnings of this state.
When we speak of the higher educational
system In California, we cannot limit this to
the school system; when we weaken that sys-
tem. we weaken everything that that system
feeds into. As we know, it feeds into nearly
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every aspect of our lives—and our future—
and, therefore, we must examine the prob-
lem in its entirety and its complexity, its
breadth and its depth, if we are to deal with
it wisely and effectively.

The symptoms for the crisis in California
education have existed for a long time, but we
have not acknowledged that we had a crisis
until recently. As a former trustee of the
State Colleges and as a father of students in
California’s higher educational system, I
have seen it developing for a number of
years. Unfortunately, because of the inade-
quacy of our system of organization, com-
munication and approach to total compre-
hension, we did not promptly recognize the
symptoms nor plan for the alleviation of the
present crisis. As a result, time has run out,
and the state is caught with emergencies—
financial, organizational and philosophiecal.
And emergency solutions to any problems,
especially profound and complex ones, are
rarely satisfactory.

First off, we must relate higher education
to the state as a whole. The livelihood of
California stems from the state’s technologi-
cal industry. This means the aerospace in-
dustry, and electronics and instrumentation,
petroleum, chemieal, and all other research,
development, and manufacturing operations
that are closely tied to sclence and engineer-
ing—whether government-sponsored (as in
defense, space or atomic energy) or involv-
ing commercial or industrial products for the
private sector of our economy. These tech-
nologically-based industries represent a ma-
Jor portion of our GSP (Gross State Prod-
uct). They represent the most important
single factor in the economic growth and
structure of our state. Their existence is the
chief reason why California is going entity,
while also the most populous state In the
union. Weather alone might have caused Cal-
ifornia to have a high population growth,
but without the technological industry, we
might well be listed among the most poverty-
stricken states in the union—an enormous
population favoring the mild weather but
with little source of income.

Our income from technologically-based in-
dustries is enormous: Our work for Depart-
ment of Defense and NASA alone totals $7
billion. About 18¢ of every defense procure-
ment dollar and 45¢ of every NASA dollar is
spent in California because we have the tech-
nological capabilities—facilities and the
trained people. A report published by the
Security First National Bank not long ago
made this statement: . . . Contracts , . . go
where there is the capability—the brains,
#kill and experience . . . The real task of the
business community will be to keep this
capability here, providing a business, cultural
and educational climate that will continue
to attract new industry and the best sci-
entific minds . . .”

Our position in the economic structure of
the nation was not reached because of the
weather alone. There had to be some addi-
tional, very special reasons for the techno-
logical industry becoming California’s great-
est, and for the fact that California now
leads the nation in the gquantity and qual-
ity of technological output. California has
the largest concentration of technical degree
college graduates. California exceeds every
other state in the number of Ph.D's in sci-
ence and engineering. Nobel laureates, and
members of the National Academy of Sci-
ence and the National Academy of Engineer-
ing.

Of course, the State of California doesn't
excel in technology, and it did not reach,
nor will it hold its position of high com-
petence, based on technical expertise alone.
Associated with and matched up with the
scientists and engineers in a balanced fash-
ion are all of the other specialized intel-
lectual powers of broadly educated people
residing in California.

These human technological and other
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“higher-education” resources would not con-
ceivably be here in the State of California
if it were not for our outstanding educa-
tional complexes, both private and public,
as represented by the University of Cali-
fornia, the State Colleges, Caltech, Stanford,
the other private colleges—large and small—
and the Junior Colleges. There are many
reasons for the truth of this. First of all, in-
dustry is heavily dependent for its supply of
technological talent on California schools.
The largest number of people in the heart of
the industry are the products of the state's
higher educational system. (To be sure, the
industry, like the universities, has attracted
outstanding intellects, experienced and cre-
ative minds, from throughout the nation and
indeed from other parts of the world. But
California did not and would not have
reached its present position of technological
preeminence by relying on imports alone.)
In just the southern half of this state (ac-
cording to the latest figures compiled in the
fall of 1965), there are 149 institutions of
higher learning with a total enrollment in
excess of 560,000; 78.5 of these are enrolled
In public institutions and 21.5 in private
schools. The national ratio is 67.7 public,
323 private. In order that our industrial
base will grow—as our oncoming techno-
logical soclety will inevitably encourage it
to grow—we must have a good source of
high-quality, well-educated California grad-
uates.

The interlocking of the industry with the
academic community in the whole range of
disciplines is broad and crucial. The grad-
uates fill the jobs and compete with the rest
of the nation in the way they perform them.
Outstanding faculty members at the uni-
versity do outstanding research and attract
leading pioneering research projects. They
provide graduate work and stimulation for
the specialists in industry. The industry at-
tracts and holds the exceptional people who
originate the products for development and
production and whose performance causes
the big projects and the new product oppor-
tunities to come to the state or be originated
in California. This in turn stimulates, trains
and attracts more talented people who are
here and effective because of the intellectual
climate that surrounds them. i

The graduates that industry needs are the
ones who want an opportunity for growth
and challenge, The university stature and
breadth in California constitute a promise to
them of treasured self-lmprovement. The
best brains prefer an intellectual atmosphere
which depends heavily upon intellectual
leadership from a strong higher educational
system. Finally the kind of people that the
industry needs, and that the rest of the coun-
try is also after, have preferred to live in
California (and this is a very important
point) because, by living here, they have had
the virtual guarantee that they will be in an
exceptional position to provide to their chil-
dren the higher education that is as funda-
mental to these folks as housing and food.

What then would happen to the technolog-
ical industry of the State of California if
the University of California and the State
Colleges are greatly impaired in the quality
and the quantity of graduates which they
produce and in the quality and quantity of
research work done by the faculties of asso-
ciated laboratories of this higher educa-
tional structure?

There is a direct correlation. Hurt one and
you hurt the other; enhance one and you
improve the other. State funds used for high-
er education are investments in the future
of this state. For every dollar spent by the
citlzens of this state to produce qualified
college graduates, many dollars will come
back in later years in growth of the indus-
try, in jobs, wealth, a higher standard of
living, security and economic stability.

Unfortunately, in order to finance the
long-term gain, we must match our expendi-
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tures and our investments to the amount of
money we take in. So, either the citizens of
the state have to be convinced that higher
education is a capital investment and be able
and willing to increase their investment in
the future, or else we do indeed have to im-
pair the quality or the quantity of graduates
and research produced—spend less for less
education, that is—or else we have to find
new sources of savings or of funding.

Should we seek to get additional funds
from tultion? Let us put aside for the mo-
ment the complexity of out-of-state-stu-
dents' tuitions and concentrate only on the
contribution from California residents, The
out-of-staters already pay tultion, and while
we could consider raising the amount, the
total is hardly sufficient to improve the fund-
ing problem from severe to acceptable. As to
California residents, it appears that no one
really wants to deny an education to any
qualified youth because he does not have the
means, So loans, scholarships, excusing of
tuition payments, all these would be expected
to apply for the qualified, lower-income stu-
dents. This is the same as saying that the
students, or their parents, with the higher
income will be the ones making the contribu-
tions to permit the higher educational system
to operate at a superior level.

To these students, or their parents, this is
precisely the same as increasing the state in-
come tax, so there is nothing new here. If,
instead of tuition, we were merely to Increase
state taxes, this means then every taxpayer
will be making a greater contribution to
higher education, and not just the students.
This is not absurd since the whole state
stands to gain by having a higher-educated
citizenry: So all citizens benefit, whether
they have sons and daughters in the system
or not, We have accepted this idea with re-
gard to the lower educational rungs, right
up to junior colleges,

It has been a mark of distinction that Cali-
fornia has recognized the general benefit to
the population of public education at a
higher educational level than most states.
Perhaps this is a distinction that we cannot
any longer expect to retain. However, the
fact that these facets and many more exist
shows this is a problem needing a great deal
of study. If a tultion system is inaugurated
without this study, it may end up adding to
costs rather than cutting them, and it could
add a kind of confusion which is much more
penalizing than the hopefully added income.

Imagine, if you will, trying to grade the
amount of tuition to be charged, or loaned,
or scholarship to be awarded so that it wiil
go properly with the financial need of the
individual student, taking account of his
parents’ income, their dependencies, their
capital gains versus losses and all of the other
things that we have to put into an income
tax form, the new bureau within
the University that would have to be created
with clerks and judges following complex
rules and criteria, and imagine the effect of
the delays, penalties, protests and litigation.
Also think of the broad system of demarca-
tlons according to place on the financial
ladder of individual students as compared
with the present, uniform system that recog-
nizes no distinction in income.

Any way you do it, whether by tultion or
more taxes, the citizens of the state will have
to decide how much they are willing to Invest
in the future growth of the state and in the
expectancy that that investment will come
back to them severalfold. Meanwhile, the
technological industry has a direct stake in
seeing that there continues to be a high-
quality educational system. So it cannot
really complain if it is taxed; particularly if
the tax Increase is in proper proportion to
the benefits which will be obtained.

Perhaps great savings can come through
much greater “efficlency.” Of course, there
is nothing new here, All organizations, large
and small, have waste. Where there are hu-
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man beings,  none being perfect, there is
mediocrity and incompetence, overlap, lazi-
ness, empire building, mistakes, duplication
and unnecessary jobs, Presumably the man-
agements have already been trying to mini-
mize the extent of these expected ills. Can
they do better?

I can make two comments from personal
experience. I know the operation of UCLA
rather well. To make its operation more
efficient, that is to use its funds in a wiser
manner to attain its goals, you will have to
go out and get a man smarter at the job
than its superb Chancellor, Dr. Franklin
Murphy. I think that would be very, very
difficult.

The other observation has to do with the
State Colleges, even larger in student body
and in number of campuses than the Uni-
versity. Here, the entire system for years has
been so badly underfunded for its stated mis-
sion that it has been forced, long ago, below
sound budget assignments for faculty sal-
aries. Its classes are much too large for effi-
ciency. Its libraries are too skimpy. The time
of the faculty is below minimum for prepara-
tion of the heavy teaching load, to talking
to students, for correcting papers, for think-
ing, exploring and self-improvement. Ask-
ing the State Colleges to cut out some of the
waste would be like suggesting to a man who
has just finished a 100-yard dash in a tough
competitive trial that the next time he runs
he should be a little more “efficlent.” The
way to go for efficiency in the State Col-
leges is to Increase funds or decrease the
student body and the number of colleges.

But there are some things that can be
done to save money. They are at the level
above what the school administrators and
faculty can do and to a certain extent above
what the regents and trustees can do now.
They would require that the Legislature and
the governor be willing to adopt some quite
different practices with regard to the opera-
tion of the colleges. For instance, believe it
or not, the State Colleges are required to pre-
sent a “line item"” budget each year, in
which every little expenditure of all of the
colleges (virtually down to an increase in
the number of janitors and books in the Ii-
brary) is listed and presumably approved,
item by item, with neither the trustees nor
the individual college administrators being
allowed noticeable flexibility to shift funds
within the total. The result is sometimes
quite ludicrous; no corporation would man-
age Itself in this fashion. Nelther the gover-
nor's office nor the Legislature has the per-
sonnel to dissect, judge and improve upon
such a detalled kind of budget authorization.

Throughout the entire higher educational
system of the state, greater decentrallzation is
needed—from the Legislature to the regents
and trustees and to the individual presidents
and chancellors who are running the
campuses. The responsibility for understand-
ing and handling such detalled problems as
how many students can be accommodated
with given funds, and at an acceptable level
of quality education, is best done through
the people closest to the campus. Authority
and responsibility must come closer to being
hand-in-hand. The presidency of the Uni-
versity of California appears to be a very
prestigious job, but sometimes one wonders
if the position is not a kind of glorified
secretarial job devoted merely to the gather-
ing of facts for presentation to the board,
the governor and to the Legislature for de-
cisions on all important matters. This is not
the role of a creative executive, which the

. president of such a major university complex

should be.

The cholce between quantity and quality
is one in which the technological industry of
the state is greatly affected and where a fur-
ther comment might be in order. The com-
pany I am with, TRW (Thompson-Ramo-
Woolridge), employs 15,000 people in the
State of Callfornia alone. Many of these are
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college graduates and many of those gradu-
ates are working for higher degrees in the
state's higher education ezxiension system.
Frobably the whole extension operation
would have to be disbanded or greatly cur-
tailed in the interests of protecting the
basic daytime campus if funds are not ade-
quately made available.

As to the regular daytime students, I would
much sooner (if California has to choose
between the lesser of two evils because of
Iimitations of funds) that we provide a
high-grade, higher education to a somewhat
smaller number of the most qualified, rather
than to offer a mediocre education to a very
large group. California would be better off
(at least as far as the technological industry
is concerned) with, say, to use just an arbi-
trary number, 50,000 graduates per year who
are well educated than with 75,000 who have
spent four or more years in a mediocre sys-
tem. It saddens me to think of a truly quali-
fled young person who cannot get into the
California higher educational system be-
cause his grades are below the standard we
shall have to set because of the shortage of
funds. But for the state, if the choice has to
be made, it would be better to let him have
just two years, as a beginning for his career,
but two very good ones, and leave the higher
educational opportunities to the more tal-
ented, more gifted other students, so that
they can receive the further excellent high-
er education which they and the state re-
quire for the health of the state.

The impairment of quality at the univer-
slty level can be subtle as well as conspicuous
in its detrimental effect on California’s tech-
nological industry.

Now it may well be—I am sure it s true—
that the future of our soclety and of our
stote's technologlical leadership in it 1s going
to be increasingly dependent on our under-
standing of the impact of sclence and tech-
nology on soclety. How do we apply sclence
fully for the benefit of mankind? To do it,
we need an educated, inspired group of out-
standing young people trained in new con-
cepts of thought that depend on the com-
bination of the intellectual tools of the engi-
neer and the physical sclentist, on the one
hand, and the sociclogist and humanist, on
the other, We need “techno-sociologists™ or
“socio-technologists.” These and other new
disciplines and professions are not likely to
evolve out of an educational environment
catering to quantity more than quality.

The fact that higher education financing
in the State of California is new, a con-
troversial area is undeniable. It should be
equally evident that the matter of tuition,
organization, the choosing of the fraction
of our income that we should invest now in
education for expected and improved income
later—these issues, just like the matters of
freedom of thought and expression on the
campus and the role of the student In de-
termining how the campus is run, need a
great deal of serious consideration.

‘We have not provided adequate prepara-
tory time to think and face these problems
and resolve them. So we have doubts and a
crisis. But there is no crisis of indecision and
no doubt about the importance of higher
education to the continued health and
growth of that industry, the technological
industry, which furnishes the largest share
of the income coming into this state, com-
pared with any other source.

This industry’s health, the state’s econo-
my (and the nation’s well-being), and the
quality of the universities and colleges are
inextricably bound together.

A TRIBUTE TO CLAUDE WICKARD

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BRADEMAS] may ex-
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tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous madtter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS., Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply saddened, as I know many Ameri-
cans were, on learning of the death
Saturday, April 29, of a distinguished
citizen of the State of Indiana and an
outstanding public servant, Claude Ray-
mond Wickard, of Carroll County.

Mr, Wickard, who was T4 years of age,
served as Secretary of Agriculture from
1940 to 1945 and served as Administrator
of the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion from 1945 to 1953.

His death in a tragic automobile acci-
dent means the loss of a man who had
come to be widely respected for his own
ability as a farmer and for his leadership
in American agriculture.

I came to know Mr. Wickard and to
develop a great respect for him during
the 1956 campaign when he was the
Democratic nominee for the U.S. Senate
and I was candidate for Congress.

To both his daughters, Mrs. J. V. Pick-
ard, of Camden, Ind., and Mrs. Robert
Bryant, of San Antonio, Tex., I extend
my deepest sympathy.

Indiana and the Nation have lost a
dedicated public servant.

MUSKIE-RYAN AMENDMENTS TO
THE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Ryan] is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, we have all
heard a great deal about the Nation’s
air pollution crisis. We know that air
pollution claims thousands of American
lives every year. In response to this
crisis we enacted the Clean Air Act of
1965, which enables localities to conduct
planning, research, and development to
find ways to abate air pollution. But in
reality the act is a first step in solving
this crucial problem. It is time to take
the next step.

The distinguished chairman of the
Senate Subcommittee on Air Pollution,
Senator Epmunp S. Muskig, and I are
sponsoring amendments to the Clean Air
Act which we believe will take us another
step toward the elimination of air pollu-
tion.

The Muskie-Ryan legislation—S. 1646
and H.R. 9477—amends that part of the
Clean Air Act which is called the Solid
Waste Disposal Act. These amendments
advance the solid waste disposal pro-
gram from the research and develop-
ment stage to the constructive stage,

The amendments provide construe-
tion grants to a municipality of up to
two-thirds of the cost of a solid waste
disposal plant, and grants of up to three-
fourths of the cost of a plant serving
more than one municipality.

In addition to providing construction
grants, it provides planning grants, on
the same two-thirds and three-fourths
basis as construction grants, for planning
waste disposal plants. Under the pres-
ent act planning grants are restricted
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to the extent of 50 percent of the total
cost.

Beyond planning and construction
grants, these amendments provide in-
centives for the development of regional
solid waste disposal programs.

Under the 1965 act only $62 million is
authorized for fiscal years 1966 through
1969. The Muskie-Ryan amendments
authorize $810 million for fiscal years
1968 through 1972.

I can think of no better investment
to protect the health and welfare of our
citizens. Disposal of solid waste is
rapidly becoming one of the Nation’s
major problems.

Every year the American public throws
away 30 million tons of paper and paper
products, 8 billion pounds of plastics, 48
billion metal eans, 26 billion bottles and
other glass containers, and more than
one-half billion dollars of miscellaneous
packaging material. In short, the Nation
now discards 160 million tons of solid
waste a year—5 to 8 pounds per person
per day.

We have reached a point where we may
literally choke ourselves by our own
waste. For much of our solid waste dis-
posal is accomplished by burning or fill-
ing land fills. The burning leads to air
pollution. The land fills are all too often
nesting grounds for rodents and vermin
and are a significant factor in the spread
of disease.

Under the present Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act, 25 States have begun compre-
hensive surveys of their solid waste
disposal problems. These States have
begun to develop 32 projects. The present
act, however, does not provide support
for the implementation of these projects.
The Muskie-Ryan amendments will pro-
vide the necessary financial support for
these projects and will provide incentives
to other States and localities to develop
and implement solid waste disposal
programs.

The Muskie-Ryan amendments will
help localities to keep our air and water
clean and save our lives. They should be
supported by all of us. I urge that hear-
ings be held on these amendments as
soon as possible. Now is the time to begin
the fight against pollution in earnest
before it is too late. These amendments
and the Air Quality Act of 1967—H.R.
8467—which I have introduced are
necessary weapons in this fight. I hope
that both will be enacted into law during
this session of Congress.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. HELsTOSKI (at the request of Mr.
ALBERrT), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. HaLr (at the request of Mr. GEr-
aLp R. Forp), for today, on account of a
death in his family.

Mr. Tewzer (at the request of Mr.
Yares), for Monday, May 1, and Tues-
day, May 2, on account of Jewish reli-
gious holidays.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
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lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. CuaMBerLAIN (at the request of
Mr. BiesTER), for 15 minutes, on May 2;
and to revise and extend his remarks and
ineclude extraneous matter.

Mr. Harpern (at the request of Mr.
BiesTER), for 10 minutes, on May 2; and
to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. AsHerook (at the request of Mr.
BiesTer), for 15 minutes, today; and to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. Ryan (at the request of Mr.
HaGaw), for 10 minutes, today; and to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. RosTENKOWSKI (at the request of
Mr. Hacan), for 30 minutes, May 2; and
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
ReEcorbp, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylvania.

Mr. McCARTHY.

Mr. MACHEN.

(The following Members (at the request
of Mr. Hagan) and to include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. DONOHUE.

Mr. BincgaAM in two instances.

Mr. HAWKINS.

Mr. FASCELL.

Mr. WOLFF.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on April 28, 1967,
present to the President, for his approval
a bill of the House of the following
title:

H.R. 286. An act to permit duty-free treat-
ment pursuant to the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962 of dicyandiamide and of limestone
when imported to be used in the manufac-
ture of cement.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 3 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, May 2, 1967, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

708. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting an amend-
ment to the budget for the fiscal year 1968
for the Department of Transportation (H.
Doc. No. 115); to the Committee on Appro-
riations and ordered to be printed.

707. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Inter-American
Development Bank Act to authorize the
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United States to participate in an increase
in the resources of the Fund for Special
Operations of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

708. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting drafts of proposed
legislation to establish a revolving fund for
the Southeastern Power Administration; and
to establish a revolving fund for the Bonne-
ville Power Administration; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

T709. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to declare that the United
States holds in trust for the Indians of the
Battle Mountain Colony certain lands which
are used for cemetery purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affalrs.

710. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting an
amendment to draft bill, the Air Quality
Act of 1967; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

T711. A letter from the Chairman, Securities
and Exchange Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Investment Company Act of 1840 and the
Investment Advisers Act of 1840 to define the
equitable standards governing relationships
between investment companies and their in-
vestment advisers and principal underwrit-
ers, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

712. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Power Commission, transmitting a copy of
“Sales by Producers of Natural Gas to Inter-
state Pipeline Companies, 1965"; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

713. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved, accord-
ing certain beneficiaries third preference and
sixth preference classification, pursuant to
the provisions of section 204(a) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, as amended;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. House Joint
Resolution 643. Joint resolution to further
extend the period provided for under section
10 of the Railway Labor Act applicable in
the current dispute between the railroad car-
riers represented by the National Raillway
Labor Conference and certain of their em-
ployees (Rept. No. 218). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. SELDEN: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. Report of the Speclal Study Mission
to the Dominican Republic, Guyana, Bragzil,
and Paraguay, 1966; (Rept. No. 219). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAIR:

H.R.9482. A bill to revise the guota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, BARRETT:

H.R.9483. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600
to $800 the personal income tax exemptions

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

of a taxpayer (including the exemption for
a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent,
and the additional exemptions for old age
and blindness; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BOGGS: ~

H.R. 9484, A bill to amend title XIX of the
Soclal Security Act to permit payment to
the recipient of medical assistance, for phy-
sician services furnished under the program;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.R.9485. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment and development of the Kenilworth
National Capital Park in the District of Co-
lumbla for the benefit of the people of the
United States and, in particular, children;
to the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. EILBERG:

H.R.9486. A bill to establish a Commission
on Trading Stamp Practices to provide for
the regulation of trading stamp companies
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R.9487. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in or-
der to provide assistance to local educational
agencies in establishing bilingual educational
opportunity programs, and to provide certain
other assistance to promote such programs;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HARRISON:

H.R.9488. A bill to consent to the Upper
Niobrara River compact between the States
of Wyoming and Nebraska; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, HATHAWAY:

HR.9489. A bill to prohibit trading in
Irish potato futures on commodity ex-
changes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R.9490. A bill to regulate imports of
milk and dairy products, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HECHLER of West V: :

H.R.9491. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to provide for the refusal by
the addressee and return to the sender of
third-class bulk mail at a charge to the
sender prescribed by the Postmaster General;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. HORTON:

H.R.9402. A bill to amend section 228 of
the Social Becurity Act to eliminate the
existing reduction in benefits thereunder
on account of other governmental pensions,
and in lieu thereof to prohibit the payment
of such benefits to any individual whose an-
nual income from all sources exceeds $2,500
(or $3,750 In the case of a couple); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EING of New York:

H.R.9403. A bill to amend the Internal
Security Act of 1950; to the Committee on
Un-American Activities.

By Mr, LONG of Maryland:

H.R. 9494, A bill to amend title V of the
Boclal Security Act so as to extend and im-
prove the Federal-State program of child
welfare services; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MEEDS:

H.R. 9495. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to provide for the refusal by
the addressee and return to the sender of
third-class bulk mail at a charge to the
sender prescribed by the Postmaster General;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. MORRIS:

H.R. 9496. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and fo- other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

H.R. 9497. A bill to revise the quota control
system on the importation of certain meat
and meat products; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,
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By Mr. NELSEN:

H.R. 9498. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act
to prohibit the sales of alcoholic beverages
to persons under 21 years of age; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. NICHOLS:

H.R. 9499. A bill to revise the quota control
system on the importation of certain meat
and meat products; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R.9500. A bill authorizing the sale of
standard silver dollars held by the Treasury;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PETTIS:

H.R.9501. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to permit payment
to an individual for the charges made by
physicians and other persons providing sery-
ices covered by the supplementary medical
insurance program prior to such individual’s
own payment of the bill for the services in-
volved; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. POOL:

H.R.9502. A bill to prohibit desecration of

the flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mrs. REID of Illinols:

H.R.9503. A bill to prohibit desecration
of the flag; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. REINECKE:

H.R.9504. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHWEIKER:

H.R.98505. A hill to exclude U.S. Route
No. 22 from Haafsville to Easton, Pa. from
being on the Interstate System and to pro-
vide for the designation of an alternative
route; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. UTT (for himself, Mr. Lips-
coms and Mr. King of California) :

H.R. 9506. A bill to assist States in collect-
ing sales and use taxes on certain tobacco
products; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, VANDER JAGT:

H.R. 9507. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. WALEER:

H.R.9508. A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system of the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R.9509. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to improve and expand the authority to
conduct or assist research relating to air
pollutants, to assist in the establishment of
regional air quality commissions, to au-
thorize establishment of standards appli-
cable to emission from establishments en-
gaged in certain types of industry, to assist
in establishment and maintenance of State
programs for annual inspections of auto-
mobile emission control devices and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

H.R.9510. A bill to amend the Investment
Company Act of 1940, as amended, and the
Investment Advisers Act of 1940, as amended,
to define the equitable standards governing
relationships between investment companies
and their investment advisers and principal
underwriters, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. MOSS (for himself and Mr.
DINGELL) :

H.R.9511. A bill to amend the Investment
Company Act of 1940, as amended, and the
Investment Advisers Act of 1940, as amended,
to define the equitable standards governing
relationships between investment companies
and their investment advisers and principal
underwriters, and for other purposes; to the
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Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
By Mr. ADDABBO:

HR.9512. A bill to prohiblt desecration
of the flag; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN:

HR.9513. A bill to amend title 39, United
Btates Code, to provide additional free letter
mail and air transportation mailling privi-
leges for certain members of the U.S. Armed
Forces, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

HR.0514. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600
to $800 the personal income tax exemptions
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for a
spouse, the exemptions for a dependent, and
the additional exemptions for old age and
blindness; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HANNA:

HR.0515. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil SBervice.

By Mr. KING of California:

HR.9516. A bill to assist States in collect-
ing sales and use taxes on certain tobacco
products; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. McCULLOCH:

HR.9517. A bill to prohibit desecration
of the flag; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr, PEREINS:

HR.0518. A bill to amend the Library
Services and Construction Act with respect
to the extent of the required matching under
titles III and IV thereof; to the Committee
on Eduecation and Labor,

H.R.9519, A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1837 to provide a full an-
nuity for any individual (without regard to
his age) who has completed 30 years of rail-
road service; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

HR.0520. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 relative to the income
tax treatment of business development cor-
porations; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SNYDER.:

H.R.9521. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a tax credit
for certain tuition and fees pald by individ-
uals to institutions of higher education and
to allow a tax credit for certain contributions
made by individuals or corporations to in-
stitutions of higher education; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr, BEVILL:

H.J. Res. 544. Joint :resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the employment of
subversives in the public schools; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.J. Res. 545. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide for popular elec-
tion of the President and the Vice Presi-
dent of the United States; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.J. Res. 548. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution to provide for representa-
tion of the District of Columbia in the Con-
gress; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.J. Res, 547. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the second week of
May of each year as National School Safety
Patrol Week; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. CAREY:

H. Con. Res. 335. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier
availability of funds for educational assist-
ance programs and of information relating
thereto; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. EILBERG:

H. Con. Res. 336. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the establishment of permanent
Peace Ambassadors by the United Nations;
to the Committee on Foreign Affalrs,

By Mr. GARDNER:

H. Con. Res. 337. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that highway
trust funds should not be curtalled; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H. Con. Res. 338. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress against the
persecution of persons by Boviet Russia be-
cause of their religion; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H. Res. 459. Resolution authorizing the
Bpeaker to appoint delegates and alternates
to attend the International Labor Organiza-
tion Conference in Geneva; to the Commit-
tee on Rules.

MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

165. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of California, rela~
tive to the Hidden Dam on Fresno River, and
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Buchanan Dam on Chowchilla River; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

166. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, relative to authorizing
the establishment of the Bawtooth National
Recreation Area and Wilderness; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

167. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, relative to a national
minerals policy; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

168. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of North Dakota, relative to pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States, relating to apportionment;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.R. 9522, A bill for the relief of Spyridon

Geroulis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FINO:

HR. 9523. A bill for the relief of Mary Lee
and daughter Anna Lee; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GARDNER:

HR.9524. A bill for the rellef of Paul
Anthony Kelly; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GILBERT:

HR.9525. A bill for the relief of Mr.
Vassilios Kaoyssias; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

H.R.9526. A bill for the relief of Halina

Jefimik; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

HR.9527. A bill for the relief of Fotin
Petropoulou Galtano; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, ST GERMAIN:

H.R.9528. A bill for the relief of Maria
Fernandes Carvalho; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. TUNNEY:

H.R.9529. A bill for the rellef of Busana
Tomasa Ibay Valdez; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

72. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Henry Stoner, relative to the conduct of Fed-
eral elections; to the Committee on House
Administration.

EX

Opposition to Quie Amendment to the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. RICHARD D. McCARTHY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, May 1, 1967

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I am
strongly opposed to the proposed Quie
amendment to the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

If this ill-conceived proposal is passed,

TENSIONS OF REMARKS

New York State would stand to lose a
total of $121,903,958 in fiscal 1969.

In 1965, Congress, with great difficulty
and dexterity, managed to avoid racial
and religious antagonisms that earlier
had killed innumerable Federal aid to
education bills. In a masterful stroke,
the authors of the legislation devised a
law that provides assistance geared to
pupils rather than schools.

The law provides assistance to indi-
vidual school districts based on the num-
ber of their children from families with
annual incomes under $3,000. Under the
present law, Federal funds remain un-
der the control of public officials but
pupils in parochial schools will qualify
to receive the same kind of supplemen-

tary assistance as those in publie schools.
‘This includes programs such as remedial
reading and guidance counseling.

No money goes directly to any private
or parochial school.

Such a program involves some oner-
ous and detailed Federal requirements.
The present act has obvious imperfec-
tions. But until a better plan is
I believe we are faced with a choice of
either the present act or no act at all.

As a substitute for this delicate and in-
tricate compromise, the Republican mi-
nority of the House Education and Labor
Committee under Representative Quixk,
of Minnesota, proposes the substitution
of block grants to the States. It appeals
to racist sentiment in some Southern
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